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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

The definitions below are provided as clarification for abbreviations.

Air Quality Management District -

Applicable or Relevant and Appropnate Requirement

below ground surface’

Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and Xylenes
British Thermal Units

California Civil Code

California Code of Regulations

Chronic Daily Intake

Camp Dresser & McKee

Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act
Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Information System
Code of Federal Regulations

California Health and Safety Code
California Integrated Waste Management Board
centimeters per second

Chemical of Concern

Dichloroethene

Department of Toxic Substance Control
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Emergency Response Notification System
Environmental Response Team

Feasibility Study

geosynthetic clay layer

gallons per day

gallons per hour

General Response Action

Horizontal:Ventical

Health Index ,

integrated Risk Information System

Interim Threshold Screening Levels

kilometer

Leachate Collection Point

Maximum Contaminant Level

‘daily milligrams per kilogram

mean s~a level-

milligrams per liter

National Contingency Plan
Negative Impact '
No Net Advantage or Disadvantage
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NOAEL no-observed-adverse effect level
NPL National Priorities List
O&M Operation and Maintenance
PAH - Polyaromatic hydrocarbons
PCB Polychlorinated Biphenols
PCE A Tetrachloroethylene
- Pl , Positive impact
ppbv part per billion by volume
PPE ' Personal Protective Equipment
ppm past per million
PRGs Preliminary Remediation Goals
PRPs : Potentially Responsible Parties
RAO - Remedial Action Objective
RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RD - ' Remedial Design
RID Reference Dose
RI/FS Remedial investigation/Feasibility Study
RME Reasonable Maximum Exposure
ROD ' Record of Decision
Rv Recreational Vehicle
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reau!honzatlon Act
Sk Slope Factors
SFS Supplemental Feasibility Study
SNL Significant Negative Impact
SPI Significant Positive Impact
STLC ~ Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration
SVE Soil Vapor Extraction
SVOC : Semivolatile Organic Compounds
T8C To Be Considered
TCA Trichloroethane
TCE Trichloroethene
TCLP Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
T - Technically Impractical
™ Technical Memorandum
_  TMV Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
- TRIS Toxic Release Inventory System
TSDF ' Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility
g/l : micrograms per liter
UST - Underground Storage Tank
VISTA Vista Informational Systems, Inc.
VOC volatile rganic compound '
WDI Waste Disposal, Inc.
wWDIG Waste Disposal, Inc. Group
yde square yards
yd3 ' cubic yards
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PART | - DECLARATION FOR THE AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION
A. Site Name and Location

Waste Disposal, Incorporated (WDI) (CERCLIS ID #980884357)
Los Nietos Road at Greenleaf Avenue and Santa Fe Springs Road
~Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

B. Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the amendment to the Selected Remedial Action for
the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WDI) site in Santa Fe Springs, California. The original
Record of Decision (ROD) for this site was signed on December 27, 1993. The original
ROD and this Amended ROD present a remedial action that has been selected in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and

* Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA), CERCLA Sec. 117, and, to the extent practicable, the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contmgency Plan (NCP) Section
300.435(c){(2)(ii).

This decision is based on the Administrative Record file for the site. This Amended
ROD will become part of the Administrative Record file for the site in accordance with
the NCP Sec. 300.825(a)(2). A copy of the Administrative Record is available for
review durng normal business hours at the Santa Fe Springs Public Library located at
11700 Telegraph Road and at the U.S. EPA Records Center located at 95 Hawthorme
Street in San Francisco, California. .

The U.S. EPA is the lead agency for this site. The California Depantment of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) is a support agency. DTSC has concurred with the
amended remedy selection.

C. Circumstances Requiring Amended ROD

This Amended ROD modifies the previously selected remedy tor the contaminated soils
and addresses groundwater conditions at the WDI site. This Amended ROD adopts the
same general format as the onginal ROD, but incorporates and relies upon new
information obtained since the signing of the original ROD in 1993.

Based on information that became avadable after the signature of the original ROD in
1993, EPA determined that an Amended ROD would be required to ensure protection

of human health and the environment  T..e information that has become available
concerning the site includes: the expanded lateral extent and volume of buried waste

ARCD_061402wnd wpd : Pagel-1
11




Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

on the site; new information on the nature and increased extent of soil gas beneath the
site; and the presence of liquids inside the buried concrete-lined reservoir at the center
of the site. EPA determined that this additional information was sufficient to warrant
additional site investigations and further analysis of the potential remedy alternatives for
the site. : _

The amended remedy selection process for this site has been based on information
presented in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that was completed in May 2001. The
Supplemental Feasibility Study presents a detailed analysis of remedial alternatives
addressing the updated information regarding the nature and extent of contamination
on the site.

D. Assessment of the Site

The response action selected in this Amended Record of Decision is necessary to
protect the public health or welfare or the environment from actual or threatened
releases of hazardous substances to the environment.

E. Description of the Revised Remedy

This amended ROD selects the fmal remedy for the site and addresses waste
materials, contaminated soil, subsurface liquids, subsurface gases, and groundwater
conditions. These conditions will be remediated primarily through containment,
coliection and treatment of gases. collection and removal of site liquids, and institutional
controls. EPA has also determined that there has been no demonstration that the site
has contributed to exceedances of groundwater standards. To ensure continued
protection of the groundwater, the revised remedy will incorporate groundwater
monitoring and institutional controls (ICs). inciuding groundwater ICs.

The major components of the revised remedy are as follows:

1. Instaliation of a RCRA-equivaient cap tor hazardous waste over the existing
reservoir (in Area 2),

2. Installation of engineered capping systems for areas outside the reservoir (in
~Area 2) that will be designed to achieve RCRA solid waste engineering and
“performance standards. including a hydraulic conductivity of 10 centimeters per
second, and graded sod.monofill covers. asphalt, concrete paving, and/or
building foundations Engineered capping systems will be installed over selected
portions of Areas 1.2. 4.5 € 7 ang g,

3. Installation of & gas coliector extr ztion, and treatment system beneath the
RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir in Area 2 to collect, remove and treat
subsurface gases

AROD_061402wpd wpd Pagel-2
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4. Installation of liquids collection systems including liquids collection points (LCPs)
in the reservoir (Area 2), to monitor, collect, and extract leachate and free liquids
for treatment and disposal at an off-site facility approved by EPA;

5. Use of engineering controls (e.g. physical barriers and/or indoor venting

systems) at, and/or within, existing and new buildings overlying or adjacent to
waste to prevent exposure to site contaminants. Existing buildings or structures
in locations where it is not technically feasible to install engineering controls: will
be demolished and removed. -

6. To minimize the potential exposure to soil gas, passive gas migration control
(e.g. bioventing wells) or active soil vapor extraction systems will be installed
along portions of the waste perimeter outside of the reservoir area and near .
existing buildings. Monitoring systems will be installed to ensure performance.

7. implementation of institutional controls (ICs), including zoning ordinances,
access controls, groundwater use restrictions, and restrictive covenants, to
ensure the integrity of remedial systems, minimize the potential for exposure to
residual wastes and hazardous substances, and to restrict land use and site
access;

8. implementation of long-term groundwater monitoring to ensure that the revised
remedy is not contributing to exceedances of groundwater standards; and

implementation of iong-term operations and maintenance (O&M) to ensure that
all environmental systems and control components are functioning effectively.

No significant impacts from WDI wastes on groundwater quality have been identified
based on groundwater sampling and the comparison of sampling data with the
locations and characteristics of waste sources at the site. Some contaminants are
detected upgradient, laterally distant from the WDI waste sources, and in rejatively
deep water bearing zones. Although several chemicals of concern (volatile organic
chemicals and metals) have been detected above their respective State drinking water
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) in groundwater samples, these exceedances do

‘not appear to be related 1o site wastes based on their distribution in groundwater. MCL

exceedances have been limited to several upgradient or deep monitoring wells.
However, exceedances are absent from shallow or intermediate depth wells
downgradient from the WDI waste sources. After extensive monitoring, EPA has
determined that the site has not contributed to exceedances of groundwater MCLs.

- EPA nhas accordingly made the decision not to maintain a separate operable unit for

groundwater and will incorporate groundw “ter monitoring and institutional controls to
restrict use of groundwater underlying the site into this revised remedy. In the original
ROD, EPA contemplated a separate operable unit for groundwater. This amended

AROD_06 1 402wpd.wpc : page!- 3
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ROD, therefore, serves as the final record of decision for the entire site. As a final
remedy, this amended ROD incorporates long-term operations and maintenance (O&M)
into the revised remedy.

F. ROD Data Certification Checklist:

The following rnformatron is included in the Decision Summary (Part ll) of this Amended

ROD:

. Chemicals of Concern (COCs, Sectron E), and their respective health based
concentrations (Section L);

e Summary of site risks represented by the COCs (Section G);

»  Cleanup levels and performance standards estabhshed for the COCs (Section
L),

. How source materials constrtutmg pnncxpal threats are addressed (Sections H
and l);

. Current and reasonably anticipated fuiure land use assumptions and current and

potential future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the risk assessment and
amended'ROD (Section F);

. Potential groundwater use that will be ava;lable at the site as a resuit of the
Revised Remedy (Section F); .

+ - Estimated capital annual O&M, and total present worth costs, discount rate, and
the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are pro;ected
(Section L) and

. Key factors that led to selecting the remedy (Section L).
Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record file for this site.
I.  _-Statutory Determinations

The revised remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with
federal and state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate o
the remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy uses permanent solutions and
alternalive treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent
practicable for this site.. However, becaur » treatment of the principal threat of the site
was not found to be practicable, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference
for treatment as a principal element. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance anc

AROD_061402wpd wpd : ' Pagel-4
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directives, including Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations/Feasibili
Studies for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA OSWER Directive 9355.3-11
February 1991), and Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites EPA
Directive 9355.0-49FS, September 1993), EPA has selected containment as Sm
naw::._gzm remedy to maa_,mmm the low-level threat from the site.

‘Because this remedy will result in szmaocm substances qmam_:_:o o:-m:m above levels

that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a review will be conducted at
least once every five (5) years after commencement of the remedial action'to ensure
that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment pursuant to Section 121(C) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9621(C).

Ghritn

“John Kefmmerer , Date
Chief, Site Cleanup Branch ,
Superfund Division
United States Environmental nanmocon Agency

Region 9
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PART i - DECISION SUMMARY
A. Site Name, Location, and Description
The Waste Disposal, Incorporated (WDI) site consists of approximately 43 acres

located in an industrial area on the east side of Santa Fe Springs in Los Angeiles
County, California. The site boundaries include Santa Fe Springs Road on the

- northwest, a warehouse and a private high school on the northeast, Los Nietos Road on

the southwest, and Greenleaf Avenue on the southeast A residential area lies to the
east of the site.

The CERCLIS ID number for the site is: CAD980884357.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead agency for the site. The

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is a support agency. DTSC

has concurred with the amended remedy selection.

EPA is issuing this Amended ROD as a result of additional information that became
available since the issuance of the original ROD for the site in 1993. This additional
information relates to the expanded areal extent of waste and contaminated soils at the
site, as well as additional soil, groundwater, and soil gas characterization data that were
obtained since issuance of the original ROD.

Funding for site remediation is expected to be provided through settiements with
potentially responsible parnties. The site conceptual model and remediation strategy

~address the site as a landfill by utilizing remedy components including containment (i.e.

capping), liquids and gas monitoring and control, engineering controls, access and
institutional controls, groundwater monitoring, and long-term operations and
maintenance (O&M)

The 43-acre site consists of 22 parcels of land that are owned by 17 individual

landowners. A buried 42-million gallon reservoir (600 feet in diameter and 25 feet
- deep), located in the center of the site, was used for the disposal of a variety of liquid

and solid wastes. In addition, wastes were disposed of outside of the reservoir (in Area
2) and have been delineated in many of the parcels located around the perimeter of the
reseryoir. Twenty structures are located on-site and have been used for past and
current small business activities. See Figure 1 for a site location map. Figure 2 shows
a site layout map by Area (eight waste handling areas have been identified based. on
reviews of aerial photographs, driling logs, and otner site investigations). See Figure 3

.for a 1998 aerniai photograph of the site.
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B. Site History & Enforcement Activities

The most significant feature of the WDI site is the buried 42-million galion concrete-
lined reservoir (600 feet in diameter and 25 feet deep), located within Area 2 in the
center of the site. The reservoir was constructed prior to 1924 and was initially used for
crude petroleum storage. The areas outside of the reservoir began to be used for the
unregulated disposal of a variety of liquid and solid wastes and the possible storage

-and mixing of drilling muds by the late 1920s. Sometime between 1937 and 1941, the

owner/operators removed the reservoir cover anticipating a change of use. After
removal of the reservoir cover, the reservoir was used from the early to mid-1940s until
the mid-1960s for the disposal of a variety of liquid and solid wastes.

The disposal site operated under a permit from Los Angeles County from 1949 until
1964, and may have operated for roughly two to three years afterwards while the site

- was graded. Permitted wastes included rotary drilling muds, clean earth, rock, sand,

gravel, paving fragments, concrete, brick, plaster, steel mill slag, dry mud cake from oil
field sumps, and acetylene sludge. Investigations have shown that disposed materials
also included, but were not limited to, the following unpermitted wastes: organic
wastes, oil refinery wastes, solvents, petroleum-related chemicals, and other chemical
wastes. Wastes were disposed within the reservoir and in areas adjacent to and
outside of the reservoir. _

While disposal.activities continued during the 1950s, the reservoir and some of the
areas of the site outside the reservoir were gradually developed for commercial and
industrial use. By 1963, the reservoir was covered with fill and by 1964, most, although
not all, dispcsal activities appeared to have ceased. Grading over the remainder of the
buried wastes continued until approximately 1966. A number of structures were
constructed for small business enterprises. :

The site was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) on July 22, 1987. Following
the site’s NPL listing, EPA issued General Notice Letters to 28 Potentiaily Responsibie
Parties (PRPs). The list included current and former property owners, generators, and
transporters identified during the PRP search. At that time, no party came forward with
a good faith offer to conduct the Remedial Investigation (RI), and EPA commenced the
Rl in 1988 as a “Fund-lead” project. -In 1988, EPA also undertook a removal action,
erecting a fence around the southern corner of the site at Los Nietos Road and
Greenleal Avenue to improve site security and prevent accidental exposure to
contamination. .

EPA cbmp!etéd the initial Rl tn November 1950 and commenced work on a Feasibility
Study (FS). Considering comments from the State of California, EPA decided to
underntake further groundwater sampling - 7d analysis. In January 1992, EPA

commenced additional groundwater monitoring at WDLin order to assess the pOSSsG!i ty

that the site had contribuled to exceedances of groundwater standards.

AROD_061402wpd wpd Pagell-5
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In August 1893, EPA completed the Feasibility Study for contaminated soils and

_ subsurface gases for Operable Unit #1 (OU1), and released the Proposed Plan. In

December 1993, EPA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) for OU1. EPA designated a
second operable unit (OU2) for groundwater and decided to reserve selection of a
groundwater remedy pending completion of groundwater investigations. The 1993
ROD selected a remedy for OU1 that included excavation, reconsolidation, and
containment of waste using a RCRA-equivalent capping system over the reservoir, with
associated soil gas control and monitoring.

- In 1994, EPA issued Unllatera! Admsmstratlve Order (UAQ) #94-17 to eight PRPs to

compel commencement of Remedial Design (RD) activities for the site. EPA issued
Amended UAO #97-09 in 1997 to add thirteen additional parties to the PRP working
group, and ordered additional investigative activities at the site as well as continued
remedial design activities. This PRP group, known as the Waste Disposal, inc. Group
(WDIG), has performed numerous site investigative and deSIgn activities at the site
since 1994. ‘

Based on new information compiled and obtained during additional investigative
activities concerning the nature and lateral extent of waste and soil gas at the site, EPA
determined that the ROD should be amended. This Amended ROD addresses
fundamental changes in the scope, performance, and cost of the originally selected
remedy. Work on the supplemental remedial design investigations and the
Supplemental Feasibility Study continued from 1997 to May 2001. EPA and WDIG
completed the Supplemental Feasibility Study in May 2001, and EPA held a public
comment period and conducted a public hearing on the proposed plan for the revised
remedy in June 2001.

Between 1992 and 2000, EPA and the WDIG conducted extensive groundwater
investigations at the WDI site. Additional monitoring wells were constructed and
sampled in conjunction with continued sampling of the existing monitoring well network.
While groundwater sampling has identified some contamination in the vicinity of the
WDl site, EPA believes that this contamination is not attributable to the WDI site
(Groundwater Data Evaluation Report, 2000). To ensure protection of the groundwater,
this Amended ROD incorporates groundwater monitoring and groundwater ICs as part
of the remedy.

-

Table 1 presents a general chronology of the site history, including selected significant

' events and activities.

C. Community Participation
Cemmunity participation activities under * :e original ROD are summarized in Section

4.0 ot the 1993 ROD. Refer to Table 1 of this Amended ROD for a listing of other
community participation activities since 1993. Following completion of the

AROD_06 1402wpd. wpd Pageii-6
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TABLE 1

CHRONOLOGY OF SIGNIFICANT CERCLA PROCESSES AND ACTIVITIES AT THE

WDI SITE
DATE EVENT/ACTIVITY 1
| 1986 Proposed NPL Listing
1987 Final NPL Listing
1987 Genaeral Notice issued to 28 PRPs '
1987-1988 Removal Action (Fencing, Drum Removal)
1987-1989 Ramedial Investigation {and report)
198%-1990 Endangement Assessment
1992 Bagin Groundwater Moniton'ng Activities '
1993 Start of Feasibiiity Study :
1993 Proposed Plan N —“
1993 ROD Signature .
1994 Administrative Unilateral Order 94-17
1994-1995 Prede;ign Investigations
1985 Predesign Report
1996 90% Ramedial Design Report
1996 ~Community. Mesting on 90% Design Report
1966 Public Meatings
1996 Decision to Review Remedy Selaction & Prepare an Amended ROD
1997 Amaended Agministrative Uniateral Order 97-09 {to add additional generatot PRPs. and pedorm
additionat remedial design investigative activities) :
1897-1398 Remaedial Design Investigations
1997-1999 Pilot Scale Liquids Treatability Study (TM-13)
1997-2000 Continue Groundwater Investigations
1999 Community Meetngs on Remedial Design
2000 . .- Groundwater Data Evaluation Report
2001 General Notice re-issued 10 additonal PRPs, including curment 6wners
2001 Compdeuon ot Supplemental Feas:bdity Study
2001 Ramaedial Design investigations Sumemary Repont
| 2001 Public Meeting on Progosad Plan

amarcad RCD 06/02

138




e

Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Dec:szon

Supplemental Feasibility Study for WDI in May 2001, EPA released the Proposed Plan
for the revised remedy on June 1, 2001. Atthat time, EPA also announced that the
updated Administrative Record file for the site was available, including additional
Remedial Investigation reports, the Supplemental Feasibility Study, and the Proposed
Plan. The Administrative Record File is located at the EPA Region 9 offices in San
Francisco, and at the local information repository in the Santa Fe Springs Pubilic Library
in Santa Fe Springs, California. A public comment penod was conducted from June 1
to July 2, 2001.

A public hearing on the Proposed Plan was held on June 14, 2001 in Santa Fe Springs
and was attended by a variety of community and landowner representatives. At the
public hearing EPA presented a summary of the proposed remedy for the site and
answered questions concerning the elements of the remedy. Public comments were
received and recorded at the meeting. Several written comments were also received
during the Public Comment period. EPA’s responses to both the oral and written
comments received during this period are included in the Responsiveness Summary

" (Part Ifl) of this Amended ROD.

D. Scope & Role chOperable Unit
The original 1993 ROD identified two distinct OUs for the WDI site:
| Operable Unit 1 (Original): Contaminated soil & soil gas
Operable Unit 2 (Orivgmai)t , Cémaminated grduhdwater
The 1993 ROD focused on OU1, add'r'e‘ssmg contaminated soil and soit gas. The ROD

anticipated that OU2 for groundwater would be separately addressed at a later date.
However, groundwater investigations conducted between 1998 and 2000 uitimately led

. EPA to determine that the WD! site has not caused exceedances of groundwater
standards as defined by California maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). EPA

accordingly has concluded that only continued groundwater monitoring and the use of

" ICs will be necessary to ensure that site-related hazardous substances do not

contribute to exceedances of MCLS

This Amended ROD presents the revised remedy for OU1 and incorporates OU2 by
addressing all known contaminated media at the site. This Amended ROD serves as
the fina! Record of Deciston for the entire WDI site. This Amended ROD will address
buried waste, contaminated soils. sod gas. liquids, groundwater monitoring, and ICs
(including groundwater ICs), under the revised remedial action.

&

ARDD_0R1402wpd wpd ‘ Page i - 8

131




¥

Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amendéd Record of Decision
E. Site Characteristics

1. Site Overview ‘ .

For descriptive purposes, the site has been divided into eight areas (Areas 1 through 8)
as shown in Figure 2. The eight areas contain 22 parcels of land,19 of which contain
various currently operating businesses (e.g. machine shops, auto repair shops, and
light industrial complexes). Investigations have shown that 11 of the 19 parcels have

_structures located over buried waste. Three of the 22 parcels are currently unoccupied.

Areas 1 and 8 of the site are occupied by several light industrial complexes and small

commercial businesses. The buried 42-million gallon capacity reservoir is located in the

central portion-of Area 2.. The northwestern portion of the reservoir area is covered with

-an asphalt parking lot and is currently used for recreational vehicle storage. The

remaining portion of Area 2 is undeveloped. Areas 3 through 7 are adjacent to
Greenleaf Avenue. Areas 3 and 4 are undeveloped and are the closest areas to nearby
residential areas. One structure located in Area 5 is used for a commercial business.
Areas 6 and 7 are also undeveloped and contain several concrete foundatxons that
remain from previous structures.

The WDI site is located on propeny designated for industrial land use. Zoning for the
site is M-2 Heavy Manufacturing. The City of Santa Fe Springs is highly supportive of
commercial and industrial development in the area, and has been seeking to redevelop
the WDI site for industrial land uses. The WDI site is within the Norwalk Boulevard
Redevelopment Project Area, which has been merged into the Consolidated

‘Redevelopment Project. EPA has provided a grant to the City of Santa Fe Springs

under the Superfund Redevelopment initiative program to prepare a master
redevelopment plan for the parcels included within the WD! site. This Amended ROD
anticipates that the existing {and use designation will remain in effect, and that the site
may be redeveloped at some point in the future for industrial purposes.

- 2. Location and Extent of Contamination

~ Soil borings were drilled- at the WDI site for geologic logging and chemical

characterization during two pnimary periods of investigation: the 1988 Ri conducted by
the EPA and the 1997 Remedial Design Investigations conducted by both EPA and
WDIG: Constituents detected in waste include volatile organic compounds (VOCs), -

- primarily benzene, toluene. ethyibenzene . and xylene (BTEX); semivolatile organic

compounds (SVOCs). and heavy metals such as arsenic, chromium, copper, and lead.
Waste and contaminated soil have been identified throughout Area 2, which contains
the buried reservoir, and portions of Areas 1.4, 5 6, 7, and 8 where other burned

- wastes have been found Figure 4 presents the estimated delineation of the extent of

wasle as reflected by current site :ntorme..on obtained from 1988 through.2001. The ~
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buried waste and impacted soil ranges in thickness from an average of approximately 5
to10 feet to a maximum of 20 feet.

3. . Soil Gas

in-business air monitoring (sampling and analyses of ambient air within the
building/business environment) at six existing structures has shown no indication of
migration of site-related gas into on-site businesses.

Soil gas “hot spots” are present in the subsurface (vadose zone) within and outside the
reservoir (in Area 2) in many areas of the site, including shallow fill soils, buried waste
material, and deeper native soils. The “hot spots” are characterized by elevated levels
(e.g., exceeding preliminary remediation screening levels) of BTEX, methane,
petroleum hydrocarbons, and chiorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in soil
gas. Investigations have revealed that there are large variations in subsurface gas
concentrations across the site area. Chloroform, trichloroethane, tetrachloroethene
(PCE), benzene, methane, trichioroethene (TCE), and vinyl chloride have been
detected. PCE is the most prevalent VOC detected in soil gas at the WDI site. TCE
has the highest average concentration among the detected soil gas compounds and
vinyl chloride shows the highest overall concentrations but has been detected at only a
limited number of soil gas monitoring points. The primary constituents detected are

‘methane, benzene, vinyl chloride, TCE, and PCE.

A pilot test was performed from 1997 to 1998 to assess the feasibility of high vacuum
extraction for soil gas removal. Removai of subsurface gases at the site using high
vacuum extraction has been shown to provide only limited effectiveness due to
relatively low rates of gas generation, amsotroptc condmons and the low-conductivity
character of the host media.

4. Liquids

Muttiple investigations have indicated the presence of perched liquids and/or.leachate
both within the reservoir area {(in Area 2) and at various isolated locations outside of the
reservoir. Liquids were encountered within the reservoir at depths ranging between 4

~ and 12 feet below ground surface (bgs). In some portions of the reservoir, liquids

appear to be perched above discontinuous, low-conductivity seams of waste materials.
In other portions of the reservoir area, liquids appear to extend to the base of the
reservoir. The distribution of liquids appears to reflect the manner in which wastes were ‘
disposed of (i.e., individual batches), resulting in the formation of isolated pockets of
hquids of varying composition. The presence of liquids is associated with the presence
of thin seams and discrete zones of low permeability fillwaste materials within the

~ reservoir wastes. Liquids were also encc .ntered outside the reservoir during the 1897

and 1998 field investigations conducted by WD!G and EPA.

-ARDD_061402wpd.wpd Page i - 11

134




Ve

Waste Disposal, inc. - Amended Record of Decision

Liquids investigations indicate that reservoir (in Area 2) liquids/leachate contain
CERCLA hazardous substances, including but not limited to VOCs, such as benzene,
toluene, ethylbenzene, and vinyl chioride; SVOCs; PCBs; and metals such as arsenic,
chromium, and lead. In addition to the presence of liquids in the underlying waste, the
1997-1998 remedial design mvestrgatnons indicated that liquids were also generated
substantially through infiltration of surface rainwater rather than due to the presence of

liquids in the underlying waste. A pilot scale liquids treatability study performed in 1999

assessed the potential for removal and treatment of site liquids. During the treatability
study, approximately 129,350 gallons of aqueous liquids were extracted and treated
along with 800 gallons of oily liquids. Extraction rates commenced at 120 gallons per
hour and decreased significantly to 2 gallons per hour at the end of the 52-week study.
Overall performance of liquids extraction was limited due to the heterogeneity and
anisotropy of the waste mass. The study indicated that liquids removal might be
technically feasible, but is cost-prohibitive due to the very low extraction rates.
Installation of containment systems to prevent infiltration of rainwater will substantially
inhibit the generation of liquids within the reservoir and the penmeter areas.

5. Groundwater & Hvdroqeoloqy

The WD site is located in the Whittier area of the Los Angeles Central Groundwater
Basin. WDI is underlain by unconsolidated recent alluvium and the Lakewood and San
Pedro formations (primarily Pleistocene age fluvial sedimentary deposits). Based on
extensive Rl sajl boring characterization, the subsurface stratigraphy and materials at
the WDI site include:

. 5 -15 feet of fill material covering the concrete reSewoir (in Area 2), waste
containment areas, and most of the site;

. 10 - 25 feet of sandy clay and silt that underlie the fill and waste deposits;

. 50 feet of sandy, pebbly, channelized braided river (fiuvial) deposits that underiie
the near-surface interval,

. . Groundwater that has been encountered at depths of 48 to 65 feet bgs,;

~Interbedded sand and pebbly sand units underlie the shallower fluvial
channelized deposits around 80 to 130 feet bgs. Although local low-conductivity
layers/lenses occur throughout the site, a laterally extensive and continuous
confining bed has not been identified either above or below the groundwater
table.

The Groundwater Data Evaluation Repor. {U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and COM

Federal, 2000) presents detailed analysis of the hydrogeclogy at the WDI site. Figure 5
presents a hydrogeologic cross section of the WD site. Regional data demonstrates

ARQD_061402wpd.wpd . Page il - 12
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the presence of deeper water bearing zones extending in depth from 70 feet to
approximately 1,000 feet bgs. The upper water bearing zone (estimated to be 100 feet
or greater in thickness) appears to comprise a continuous and interconnected sandy
aquifer interbedded with minor amounts of clay and silt. The deepest soil borings (100
to 130 bgs) drilled at the WDI site to-date have not identified laterally extensive
confining beds within in the upper water-bearing zone. The maximum depth of the -
upper water bearing zone at the site is not known but may extend to depths of 150 to
200 feet bgs based on regional data. Below the upper aquifer zone are thicker and
more extensive sand and gravel aquifers of the San Pedro Formation (to depths up to
1000 feet bgs). Groundwater flows generally southward, flowing radially southeast on
the southeastern portion of the site and radially southwest on the southwestern portion
of the site. The horizontal groundwater gradients are very low across the site ranging
from 0.002 feet/foot in the western portion of the site to 0.003 feet/foot in the eastern
portion of the site. The gradient steepens to 0.035 feet/foot in the southwestern corner
of the site. See Figure 6 for a presentation of groundwater contours and flow directions
as of September 1997. The vertical gradient varies across the site ranging from 0.008
feet/foot in the southwestern part of the site to 0.052 feet/foot in the southem central
portion of the site. Groundwater flow rate or seepage velacity has been estimated to
range from 6 to 60 feet/year based on assumed hydraulic conductivities soil -
characteristics present at the WDI site. The City of Santa Fe Springs owns and
operates three municipal wells (located north [0.9 miles upgradient], west [1.3 miles],
and south [4 miles] of the site) that are completed in deeper aquifers between 200 and
900 feet bgs. No wells in the vicinity produce water from the shallow groundwater zone
that underlies the WDI site. As described in the 2000 Groundwater Data Evaluation
Report, 1994 and 1995 water quality analyses for the water well south of WD! showed
no detections for VOCs. 1997 analyses for the water weli north of WD{ showed PCE
and TCE concentrations of 4.5 .g/l and 1.4 ug/l, respectively (1997). In addition,
groundwater data at several nearby industrial sites northwest of WDI indicate much
~higher releases of these contaminants.

~ WDl is situated in a heavily industrial area and the production of oil from the Santa Fe
Springs Qil Field has been ongoing since the early 1900s. As part of the Groundwater
Data Evaluation, a Site Assessment Report was acquired from VISTA Information
Solutions, Inc. (VISTA) that included information on sites within a 1.25-mile radius of
WDI. As discussed in evaluations incorporated in the 2000 Groundwater Data
Evaluation Report, upgradient and cross-gradient of the WDI site are several properties
that have had confirmed solvent (PCE, TCE) releases. Groundwater investigations at’
three sites located to the northwest of WD indicated concentrations of VOCs in
groundwater that considerably exceed Federal and State MCLs (greater than 10,000
ugil). The sites located upgradient of WDI have documented contamination at much
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higher concentrations than for any of the VOCs detected in groundwater at the WDI
site. For these reasons, it is most likely that the PCE and TCE detected in groundwater
monitoring wells in the western portion of the WDI site are related to solvent releases
associated with the upgradient industrial sites. The Groundwater Data Evaluation
Report and subsequent groundwater monitoring report the following conclusions:

The primary VOCs detected in groundwater samples are PCE and TCE
generally at concentrations less that 20 ug/l. PCE and TCE concentrations in
two monitoring wells exceed their respective primary drinking water MCLs (5
ug/l). These VOCs have been detected only in the western portion of the site.
The exceedances have been limited to upgradient and deep monitoring wells
(screened to 128 feet bgs). Shallow and intermediate depth monitoring wells,
including wells located immediately adjacent to deep wells with exceedances,
show predominantly non-detects or minor detections below MCLs. Based on
groundwater flow conditions, the distribution of detections, and information on
offsite groundwater contamination sites (see discussion above), the sources of
the PCE and TCE detected'in the monitoring wells in the western portion of WD
appear to be from solvent releases associated with upgradient industrial sites.

‘There appears to be no LNAPL or DNAPL sources contributing to groundwater

contamination beneath the site since high concentrations (i.e., > 1,000 ug/1) of
dissolved solvents or BTEX and evidence of oily sheen have not been observed
in any of.the groundwater sampling conducted at the WDI site.

Groundwater sampling at WDI has not shown a consistent distribution or
detection of the primary metals (arsenic, chromium, copper, lead) which are
present at elevated concentrations in WDI wastes.- The concentrations of these
metals in groundwater are generally very low and have only exceeded their
MCLs in isolated sampling rounds. Evidence of migration or impact to
groundwater from metals in WDI waste has not been observed inthe .

groundwater sampling data.

Elevated concentratidns of aluminum, iron, manganese, and selenium have
been detected in groundwater samples. in local cases above primary or
secondary drinking water standards. The fact that these metals are detected

-uniformly across the site (locally at higher concentrations in upgradient wells)

suggest that the elevated concentrations reflect regaonal water quality conditions
and are not related to onsne sources.

As recommended in the 2000 Groundwater Data Evaluation Report, two additional

monitoring wells were instalied at the WDI site to monitor conditions upgradient of
{(depth of about 120 feet bgs) and directiy Jd;acem to and downgradient of the resernvoir
in Area 2 (approximate depth of 60 feet bgs). Analytxc:a! results available for 2001
showed no VOC detections for either of these wells. :
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6. ldentification of Chemica!s of Concern (COCs)

On-site soils contain oil well drilling muds, sludges, petroleum-reiated waste products,
low concentrations of VOCs and SVOCs, low concentrations of pesticides and PCBs,
arsenic, chromium, and lead. Subsurface gas includes methane along with various
VOCs, such as benzene, chloroform, vinyl chloride, PCE, and TCE, among others. The
primary risk drivers are benzene, with a soil gas standard of 10.0 parts per billion by
volume (ppbv), and vinyl chloride, with a soil gas standard of 10.0 ppbv. The California
integrated Waste Management Board Methane Standards of 5.0 percent at the site
boundary and 1.25 percent in on-site buildings are also considered medla-specmc
health-based COC concentratlon limits.

EPA has used data that was collected during initial remedial investigations and
substantiated during subsequent site investigation to identify chemicais of concern in
soil, soil gas, and groundwater. See Table 2 for a listing of COCs that have been
identified for the WDI site and their media of occurrence. The COCs identified in soil
include 11 metals, 7 chlorinated pesticides, 16 VOCs, polyaromatic hydrocarbons .
(PAHSs), and PCBs. Among those listed in Table 2, COCs identified for soil gas include
benzene, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, 1,2-dibromoethane, PCE, 1,1,1-TCA, TCE,
and vinyl chloride. For groundwater, the COCs include arsenic, lead, manganese,
mercury, toluene, carbon tetrachloride, chioroform, PCE, and TCE. Since the
‘preparation of the 1993 ROD, EPA has identified additional chemicals of concern in
groundwater and soil gas. Benzene, xylenes, and vinyl chloride have been added as
COCs in groundwater. Chemicals added as COCs in soil gas include 1,2-
dichloropropane, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes.

7. Conceptual Site Model

F;gure 7 summarizes the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) on which the risk assessment
and remedial actions are based. The modei addresses potential impacts to soil, air,
and groundwater and illustrates contaminant sources, release mechanisms, exposure
pathways, migration routes, and potent:al receptors. Key components of the model are
descnbed below.

a. _Sources of Contamination from the WDI Site

The primary sources of contamination include solid and liquid wastes that were buried
in association with operation of the WD! site. Additional sources comprise
contamination that may be associated with the operations of numerous small
businesses that have been developed on the site. COCs at the WDI site are listed in
Table 2. The primary contaminant sources (buried concrete reservoir in Area 2, other.
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buried waste areas/waste handling areas, Area 1 and Areas 3-8, and sail gas) occur at
depths ranging from 5 to 25 feet bgs across the site. The estimated lateral extent of
buried waste has been expanded since issuance of the 1993 ROD. Figure 3 illustrates
the extent of buried waste based on recent site investigations. .

b. Release Mechanisms

Release mechanisms are associated with waste disposal activities as well as methods
utilized at the site to control and contain sources of contamination (e.g., existing
concrete reservoir in Area 2). Other mechanisms include transmission of contaminant-
laden dust, plant uptake, potential commingling and infiltration of waste constituents to
subsurface soils and groundwater, and potential impacts from stormwater runoff.
Particularly relevant to the WD site, investigations have also documented the formation
of soil gas which may impact future site occupants including tenants of on-site
busmesses

" C. Exposure Pathways

Primary exposure routes to potential receptors include: direct contact, ingestion, or
inhalation of sail particulates (e.g., wind-borne dust associated with the site); inhalation
of ambient atmospheric transported soil gas emissions; and inhalation of subsurface
soil gas constttuents mrgratrng through structure foundations.

Exposure pathways include wind, ambient atmospheric transport, subsurface migration,
grass, groundwater, surface water, and sediments.

The primary pathways for potential contaminant migration to groundwater include direct
release of waste liquids from the concrete reservoir in Area 2, direct release of liquids or
leaching of contaminants from the buried waste sump areas, and leaching or diffusion
of VOCs from soil gas. :

d. Primary Receptors

Receptors include on-site occupants of the WDI site, such as tenants of existing and
future industrial enterprises. Aiso considered in the model are other human receptors
such-as offsite youths (students at schoc! adjacent to the site), offsite residents, and
,potentaal trespassers on the site

AROD_0614C2wpd wpd ‘ . Page If - 20

143




Waste Disposal, Iinc. - Amended Record of Decision
F. Current & Potential Future Site & Resources Uses

1. Current Land Use

The WDl site encompasses a total of 22 individual land parcels 19 of which currently
contain structures. Zoning for the site is M-2 Heavy Manufacturing with an Industrial
land use designation. Existing structures accommodate a wide variety of light industrial
enterprises, including recreational vehicle storage, a tool and die shop, printing and
plating shops, and vehicle maintenance facilities.

Adjacent land uses include residential areas and additional businesses that undertake
light industrial and commercial activities. A private high school with associated athletic
playing fields is located directly north of the WDI site. Throughout the community
involvement process (see Section C for discussion of community participation), the high
school has expressed concerns regarding (1) short-term and long-term visual impacts,
(2) short-term construction noise, (3) offsite drainage, and (4) potential offsite migration
~of contamination.

2. Accommodafion of Future Use of the Site

Since the issuance of the original 1993 ROD, the City of Santa Fe Springs has
continued to express a strong interest in redeveloping the site for industrial uses. In
2000, EPA provided a grant to the City of Santa Fe Springs under the Superfund
Redevelopment Initiative (SRI) to develop a master plan for the future redeveiopment
and reuse of the site. The City is preparmg the development plan and is exploring
numercus industrial land uses.

~ Recognizing the City's interest 1n redevelopment of the site, EPA evaluated remedial
alternatives as presented in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that address .
redevelopment according to separate and distinct strategies. These strategies
emphasize protection of human healtn and the environment through implementation of
containment systems. The aiternatives differ, however, with respect to the timing and
sequencing of redevelopment  Alternatves 2. 4, and 5 would involve a two-step

- approach to redevelopment. entaiing (1) early implementation of EPA’s remedial action -
and (2) later redeveiopment of the site that could involve parcel consolidation and
redevetopment for non-residential uses by other entities. Under Alternatives 2, 4, and5
the remedial action wou!d be planned and designed to accommodate future
redevelopment by the City or other panties to the maximum extent practicable while not
compromising or intedering with EPA’s mandate 1o protect public health and the
environment. Alternative 3 includes integrated remediation and redevelopment of the
site according to both EPA's remediation pian and a City-approved master
redevelopment plan that would take into consideration restricted reuse of the buried
reservoir area. Alternative 3 1n the Supplementary Feasibility Smdy included removal of

RO0_061402wpd wnd Page Il - 21

144




Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

all current structures and site preparation for future uses. EPA did not select
‘Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative, however, because it is not feasible to
concurrently include redevelopment directly as part of EPA’s remedy for the site at this
time and because EPA does not have authority to control or mandate the
redevelopment. Moreover, the challenges of directly infegrating the implementation of
the containment remedy with redevelopment are considered significant. '
Implementation of the remedy would need to be delayed to allow the City to finalize its -
redevelopment plans, enter into development agreements, and work with existing
landowners whose businesses may potentially be relocated. The revised remedy
presented in this Amended ROD (Alternative 2) will be generally compatible with the
City's desire to redevelop the site in the future. Within EPA’s authority, and to the
maximum extent practicable, the design and implementation for the remedy will be
accomplished so as not to preclude appropriate redevelopment of the site.

3. Anticipated Future Groundwater Use

The City of Santa Fe Springs currently owns and operates three municipal water supply
wells, two of which are located within 1.5 miles of the WDI site. According to State and __
City sources one well is located 0.9 mile upgradient from the site and produces water
from aquifer zones ranging between 200 and 900 feet bgs. Another wellis located 1.3
‘miles west of the WDI site and is screened in a deep aquifer zone, but is currently not

_active. The other active municipal water supply well is located four miles south and
downgradient ef the site and produces water from deeper aquifer zones below 300 feet
bgs. Historical information, summarized in the Final Groundwater Characterization
Report (Ebasco, 1989), has indicated that several private wells were constructed within
one mile of the WDi site and were historically used to produce water from deeper
water-bearing zones for irrigation and industrial purposes.

The revised remedy will include long-term groundwater monitoring to ensure that the
remedy is functioning effectively and to detect any releases from the site that may
adversely impact local groundwater. The remedy will include institutional controls that
will prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater and prohibit the construction of any
new on-site wells without approval by EPA. Institutional controls will also address
coordination with state and local regulatory agencies to restrict the potential permitting
and construction of any new wells in contaminated shallow water- bearing zones in the
~ vicinity of the WDI site. ‘

G. Summary of Site Risks
The potential risks identified at the WD site are exposure by direct contact with
contaminated soil, the inhalation of contaminated soils via dust, and the inhalation of

gases migrating into enclosed spaces. R’k evaluations were performed for COCs -
. detected at the site, including metals, pesticides, VOCs, and SVOCs.
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An Endangerment Assessment was first performed by EPA in November 1989
(EBASCO, 1989) to estimate the potential risk to current users of the site. This
assessment quantitatively evaluated the risks to current and future site receptors at the
site. The Endangerment Assessment was conducted for the “current” site uses
inciuding the presence of trespassers, nearby off-site adult and child residents, and
nearby oif-site students exposed to airborne particles and VOCs. The assessment
concluded that the highest potential cancer risk (plausible maximum) is approximately 3
X 10” (or 3 in 100,000) which is within the cancer risk range considered acceptable by
EPA (Table 3). The noncarcinogenic Hazard Index (Hl) for current uses were also
below 1 and considered acceptable except for trespassers contacting surface so:ls with
an Hl equal to 3.

For future land use scenarios, the 1989 Endangerment Assessment assumed a
residential (i.e., unrestricted) scenario that evaluated on-site residents contacting
contaminated surface soil; on-site residents ingesting contaminated groundwater; and
on-site residents inhaling contaminants in indoor air from subsurface gas migration.
The Assessment concluded that the highest potential cancer risk (plausible maximum)
is approximately 3 X 107 (or 3 in 1,000), which is outside the cancer risk range
considered acceptable by EPA (Table 3). The noncarcinogenic Hl for future uses was
greater than 1 and considered unacceptable for residents contacting soil, and residents -
ingesting contaminated groundwater. Presently, the anticipated future use of the
property is industrial; the assumption of residential use in the 1989 report is considered
to be a conservative, health-protective assumption. Because of the proximity of the site
to residences and a school, and the growth anticipated in the area, this conservative
residential assumption is reasonable. The 1989 Endangerment Assessment used the
following criteria to identify COCs listed in the previous section:

’ Comparison with blanks: The Endangerment Assessment used trip and field -
blanks to identifty compounds that are not site-related. -

. Comparison with background concentrations: The Endangerment Assessment
typically did not identify inorganics as COCs if sample concentrations were- iess
than five times the background concentrations. :

. Frequency of detection: The Endangerment Assessment typicaliy did not identity
- —a chemical as a COC if it was detected in less than five percent of the samples.

. Consideration of concentration, toxicity, and physicochemical properties: The
Endangerment Assessment typically did not include compounds with very low
toxicity as COCs. Conversely the Endangerment Assessment did identify highly
toxic compounds as COCs.
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

TABLE 3

TOTAL LIFETIME CANCER RISKS

NONCARCINOGENIC HAZARD INDEX

EXPOSURE SCENARIO (1) (CDVRID) ‘
' Average I Plausible Maximum Avarage ] Plausible Maximum
CURRENT LAND USE ’
Trespassers conlacting surlace soils 5e-07 - [ 3E-05 5E-02 J 3E+00 @
Oftsite residents inhaling airborne particulates
T o0k - 9E-06 BE-06 2E-03 2E-03
T 05km . ) T _5E-07 2E-06 3E-04 3E-04
‘ 10km " 2E-07 BE-07 - 2E-04 2E-04
Students inhaling arborne particulates - 2E-07 4E-07 4E-04 5E-04
1 OMsite residents mhaling airborne volatile charmicals '
T 0t km - B ’ _“ T t: T 3E07 5E-06 2E-06 ‘ 9E-06
T 0 km o 5E-08 1E-06 4E-07 2E-06
T ok T 2E-08 5E-07 26-07 - 9E-07
Students inhaling airborne volatile chemicals ~ 3E-08 3E-07 4E-07 3E-06
FUTURE LAND USE- ‘ |
Onsite Residents contacting soit ,
- Adults ’ 3E-06 7E-04 2E.-01 1E401
- Children 2E-05 3E-03 2E+00 SE+02
Onsite Residents ingesting groundwater . :
T - Adults 4E-05 3E-04 5E-01 ‘ 2E+00
- Children 2E+00 8E+00
Onsite Residents inhaling volatile chemicals in indoor air
- - Adutts 6E-05 6E-04 5E-04 , 1E-03
- Childten . 9E-04 3E-03

Notes: (1) Tha potential inhalation risks under-a future cornmercial/industrial scenario, as is presently anticipated, would be less than those determined under the residential
scanario (but still above 10-4 to 10-8 cancer risk range). For example, the only differences between an adult residential exposure (assumed In the risk assessment) and a
commaercialindustrial worker axposure (using EPA's default assumptions) is the exposure frequency (365 days per year for a resident versus 250 days per year for a worker)
and exposure duration (30 years for a resident versus 25 years for & worker). The combined differance between these raceptors is 1.75 (i.e. 365/250 multiplied by 30/25).
Tnis ditterence Is not great and would stil yield a risk above the risk range for workers (the residential risk of 6 x 10-4 divided by 1.75 yields a worker risk-of 3 x 10-4).

{2) Bold entries exceed EPA's 1 x 10™4 risk lavel or a Hazard Index of 1 using future land use scenario only.
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1. - Toxicity Assessment

For risk assessment purposes, human health effects of chemicals were separated into
two categories of toxicity: noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects. For carcinogens,
there is no threshold dose that may result in deleterious effects. This means that any
level of exposure to a carcinogen may result in some level of risk of disease. For
noncarcinogens, threshold doses are applicable as described below.

2. Reference Doses (Noncarcinogenic Effects)

Reference doses (RfDs) are the toxicity values used to evaluate noncarcinogenic
effects. An RID, expressed in units of daily milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg-day),
represents an estimate of a daily exposure concentration that will not result in adverse
effects in the most sensitive of individuals in a lifetime. If an exposure results in an
estimated intake exceeding the RfD, there-is a potential for adverse health effects.
Table 4 presents the oral and inhalation RfDs used in the 1989 Endangerment
Assessment as well as sources for the RfDs.

3. Cancer Slope Factors (Carcinogenic Effects)

To evaluate carcinogenic effects, EPA has developed cancer slope factors that define
the relationship between dose and response of specific chemicals. Slope factors,
expressed in units of daily milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg-day), estimate the probability
of developing cancer per unit intake of a chemical. The probability of developing
cancer equals the product of the slope factor times the exposure. EPA derives slope
factors from laboratory studies with animals or from human epidemioiogical studies.
The slope factor represents the upper 95" confidence level on a probability of a
response per unit intake of a chemical over a lifetime. EPA classifies chemicals into the
following several groups according to the weight of evidence showing that specific
-chemicals may cause cancer: ‘

’ Group A — Human carcinogens (sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in humans)
Group B - Probable human carcinogens (B1 -- limited evidence of
-carcinogenicity in humans; B2 -- sufficient evidence of carcmogemcnty in animals
with inadequate evidence for carcinogenicity in humans)

~—Group C ~ Possible Human Carcinogens (limited evidence of carcinogenicity in
animals with limited evidence of carcinogenicity in humans) ~

’ Group D — Not Classifiable

Group E - No Evidence of Carcinogenicity

EPA typically develops slope factors (SFs) for chemicals classified in groups A B1, and
B2, and on a case-by-case basis for cheiuicals in Group C. Table 4 presents the siope
factors for each of the WDI site COCs.

ARQD_061402wpd.wpd Page il - 25

148




TABLE 4

' - TOXICITY VALUES FOR CHEMICALS OF CONCERN
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE ™

6P1

gz-11 2°8eq

INHALATION RID

INHALATION

CHEMICAL OF POTENTIAL OVALUE. VALUE Tacton - | storeracton | huoeiore YSEPA CANGER
CoNCERN (mokgday) | (mgkgday) (mgkg-day) (mg/kg-day) FACTOR CLASSIFICATION

ORQGANICS .
Aldrn 3E-05 17 17 IRIS/THEA B2
flenrene 2 8E-02 29E-02 IRIS/HEA A
flerizene Hexashore - .

Gamma isomar (Lindane) 3604 1.3 - RIS B2
Ranyone acwt 4€400 - IRIS
2 Butanone 5€-02 9€ 02 - - IRIS/HEA .-
Cartwon tatrarhionda 7E.04 1.9E-01 " 1.3E-01 IRIS 82
Cnlordane 6E 05 1 3E+00 1.3E+00 IRIS B2
Chiorotorm 1€£.02 6.1€£-03 8.1E-02 RIS B2
[a]0) ¢ SE-04 34E-01 3.4E-01 IRIS B2
1 2-hbromoethane - - 8.5E+01 7.6E-01 IRIS B2
1.4-Dchiorobenzens 1E-01 2E-01 2.4E-02 - HEA B2
1.2 Dichioroathane - 9.1E-02 9.1E-02 IRIS B2
Dietdnn 5E-05 - 1.6E+01 1.6E+01 IRIS B2
Ethyibenzene 1E-01 1€-01 - - IRIS .
Heptachior 5E-04 4 5E+00 4 5E400 IRIS B2
Haptachlor Epoxide .1.3E-05 9.1€+00 9.1E+00 IRIS B2
Mathylenae chioride 6£-02 - 7.5€-03 1.4E-02 HEA 82
Pentachiorophenoi 3E-02 J3E-02 1.6E-02 . 1.6E-02 HEA/Cal EPA 82 -
Palychlorinated Biphenyls 7.7€+00 - RIS B2
Polycyctic Aromatic Hydrocarbons

Noncarcinogenic 4.1€-01 4 1E-01 - . - HEA -

Carcinogenic - - 1.15E401 6.10E+00 HEA B2
Tetrachloroethane 1E-02 - 51E.02 3.38-03 IRIS/HEA- B2
Toluene 3E-01 1€400 - - IRISHEA -
1.1.1-Trichloroethane 0E-02 3E-01 - . IRIS -
Trichloroathene 7.35€-03 1.1E-02 1.3E-02 HEA B2
ORGANICS (continued)
Viny! chioride ’ - - 2.3E400 2.956-01 ~ IRIS A
Xylenes _ 2E+00 3€-01 - - HEA - -
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TABLE 4
(Continued)
o Page 2 of 2
CHEMICAL OF POTENTIAL ORAL RID INHALATION AID |  ORAL SLOPE INHALATION SOURCES OF RID USEPA CANCER
CONGERN \ . - VALUE VALUE FACTOR SLOPE FACTOR AND SLOPE CLASSIFICATION
) ‘ {mg/kg-day) {mg/kg-day) (mg/kg-day) (mg/kg-day) FACTOR
INORGANICS
Antimony 4E-04 4E-04 - - IRIS -
Arsanic 1E-03 2.0E400 5.0E+01 EPA, 1988/1RIS A
Cadmium iy - - : 81
Danking water (st SE-OA 6.1E400 . HEA A
Other rones t€-03 - IRISHEA a
Cheoeniam (111 1€£.00 4 1E+01 IRIS -
Chrewhiom (Vi) CSE0) . IRIS -
Crpoer 4F 02 1£.02 EPA, 1987 2
{ea &E 04 6f 04 - -
Maranosg 2E 0 3E-04 HEA -
Mpcriiry wQare 1 04 aF 05 HEA .
WAwere ry (1 GADN I N4 16 04 HEA
[ PRI € 03 - F 03 HEA
That we 7€ 0% - HEA .
Juw 21E01 IRIS -
: 94-256/Rpts/SFS Rev. 4.0 (3/29/01/rm)
A = Sufticient évwdence of carcinogenicity in humans.
81 = Limted evidence of carcinogenicity in humans.
82 = Sufficiant evidence of carcinogenicity in animals with madequate or lack of human data.
C = .Limited evidence of carcinogenicity in animals and inadequate or lack of human data.
Cal'‘EPA = California Environmental Protection Agency. :
IRtS = Integrated Risk information System.
HEA = Health Effects Advisories.
mg/kg-day =  daily milligrams per kilogram.
RID Reterence dose.

it

;7-11. 93324

L

Amended RO 06/02

No value.

Amended RQD.

(1) Note: Table 4 was prepavred for 1993 ROD and it shows a pamal listing of- COCs Sea Table 2 and Table 10 for other COCs added for
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4. Exposure Assessment

The 1989 Endangerment Assessment identified several potential receptors for the WD
site based on then- current land uses:

. Trespassers contacting surface soils
. Offsite residents inhaling airborne particulates and VOC emissions
. Students inhaling airborne particulates and VOC emissions

The most likely future land use scenario also includes future industrial redevelopment.
As a worst-case scenario, the 1989 Endangerment Assessment assumed that the site
could be redeveloped for residential land uses. On-site residents were used as a
conservative indicator since this is considered a maximum exposure condition. For -
future land use conditions, the Endangerment Assessment quant:tauve!y evaluated the
following receptor and exposure pathways:

. On-site residents contacting soil and ingesting groundwater
. On-site residents inhaling VOC emissions and indoor air

These assumptions are considered conservative since it is anticipated that future land
use on-site would be.restricted to certain industrial uses. The assumptions are
reasonable, howgver, in light of the proximity of residential land uses to the site.

5. Estimation of Daily intakes

EPA estimated both an average exposure and daily intake and a plausible maximum
intake for current and future receptors at the site. The average daily intake was
estimated by EPA using mean soil, soil gas, and groundwater concentrations as well as
average exposure parameters.. For plausible maximum intake, EPA used the maximum
soil, soil gas, and groundwater concentrations together with upper range estimates for
exposure parameters. Table 5 presents the values and calculations used to est:mate
exposure.

5. Exposure Point Concemfatio_ns :

Concentration at the point of human contact is known as exposure point concentration.
The 1989 Endangerment Assessment estimated an average and plausible maximum
exposure point concentration: For potential exposure to contaminants in soil and
groundwater, EPA assumed that the exposure point is at the same collection point
{e.g., soii collection point or groundwater monitoring well location). For these media,
EPA used the geometric mean of ail sampling locations to calculate an average
exposure point concentration and maximum detected concentration to calculate the

I\)
s
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TABLE 5

VALUES USED TO CALCULATE CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (CDI)
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

: : Page 1
EXPOSURE PARAMETER |- 1 AVERAGE PLAUSIBLE INTAKE EQUATION/
R INITI
ROUTE cope | PARAMETERDEFINITION | UNITS CASE | MAXIMUM MODEL NAME
CURRENT LAND-USE SCENARIO : .
cs Cheemical C ration in Soit A Geomsiric Maximum :vgwuvmwwm:cs,m,
&F Expasure Frequency avent/week 1 5
. ntake by derrnei -
€D Expasure Duration years 4 6 ‘SA:& contact (INTd) = CS x ¢
8w Body weight kg 60 60
. : ’ CO# = {{INT} + NTq)
Oirect with RS Sal.lnqman Rate mg/event 100 100 X ED x EF)J(BW x AT)
Sod by Trespassers SA Exposed Surlace Area em? 1,400 1980
ABS Skan Adsomption unitess M c
sC Soil Contact Rate mgiom’-day 1.45 277
ATL ‘Averaging Time {or Carcinogens days 27,375 75
AT-N Averaging Time tor Noncarcinogens days =ED x 365 =ED x 365
Cv Conversion Factor kgAmy 1E-06 1E-06
CA Chemucal Concentration in Ar mg/m® " modeied conc.- |  modeled conc
. i y <
EF {sdutt) E o F daysiyear 330 330 :‘ég‘.g,wﬂw (INTa} » CAx IR x EL
EL (adutt) Exposure Length hours/oay 24 24
q . ) |- y
ED tadutt] Exposurs Duration yoars 9 30 g;v n%")h XED x €FY
Innalation of 8w (aaqutty Body Wesght kg 70 70
Arboms Particuiates - chemcal
and Yolaties oy ABS: inhaiation ADSOmtion Fraction unitiess " - chemvcai-spact(ic
Aquit Residents a1d Spacile
Students R nhalation Rate mday 20 20
Cv Conversion Factor day/hours ) 0.042 0.042
£F (stugent) Eposure Frequency asys/year 180 180
EL (stugent) Exposure Length hours/aay ] 10
ED (stuoent) Exposure Duraton yoars ¢ 6
BW (stugent) Body Wegnt xQ 8¢ 60 .
FUTURE LAND-USE SCENARIO )
geomat = R3
cs CW Goncentsgton i Sod mokg M“c maxmum !:!(l;‘ko by mouuon‘(Nm CS « ABS'z
Direct Contact wtn EF {agun Exposure Frequency days'yesr 240 365
Sou iy Onerte {iINTd) = CS 1 ABS
Resioents - intake bry derrel contact - 5
ED (acuit) € posure Durstion yuar 9 30 xSA x Cv
- BW (aouri Bodtvy Wegnt g 10 70

]

Amended ROD 06728
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TABLE S

VALUES USED TO CALCULATE CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (CDI)

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE -

- (Continued)
‘Page 2 of 2
EXPOSURE PARAMETER AVERAGE PLAUSIBLE INTAKE EQUATION/
ARAMETER DEFINITION UNITS
ROUTE CODE P DE CASE | MAXIMUM MODEL NAME
FUTURE LAND-USE SCENARIO {Confinued)
IRS (adut) Sail \ngastion Rate my/day 160 100 COl = [(INTi + iNTd) x ED x EFJ(BW x AT)
SA (adutt) Exposed Surface Area art 1,400 1.980
ABS Skin Absorption unitess fic chermical-spedfic
SC Soil Contact Rate mg/ent-day 1.45 an
ATC Avaraging Time for C 0 days 27,975 75
u’s"f‘f:““" T AT-N ing Time for A \ogens days =ED x 365 <ED %365
Residants - Ov : Conversion Factor kgmyg 1€-06 1E-06
EF (child) Exposure Frequency daysiyear 240 365
ED (child) Exposure Durstion yoars I 6
BW (chid) Body Waght kg 15 15
IAS (chitd) Soit ingestion Rate Mg/oay 200 800
SA (etvid) Exposad Surface Area Co? 1.400 1,400
Chemcal Concentraton i Ground geomatnc .
-CW . wWater mg/kg f maudmum
gF 1 Exposure Frequency days/year 365 365
| . i < (CW xng x ED x EF
EOD (adult) Exposure Duration years 9 0 g\)N;(AT) xlng x €D x EFY
BW (aault) Body Weght kg 70 70 -
Ground Water ing (adutt) Ground Water ngesuon Rate Uday 2 2
ingesuon py Cnsita
Rasidents ATLC Averapng Time tor Carcinogens days 27.37% 75 4
AT-N Averageng Tume tor Noncarc-noae‘cﬁ days =ED 2365 =ED x 365
Cv Comor_saon Factor kg 1E-06 1£-06
€0 (criig) Exposure Dursion vaar 2 4 ]
BW (chid) Bocty Weont L 5] 10 10 u
ing {chid} Ground W eter Ingesnon Rate Lday 1 1
CA Crrmicai Concentranon in A mgren® modeied conc moseied conc
Ktaka Dy mhalauon {INTa} s CS s IR x EL x
Inhalauon ot EF Exposure Frequency asyvysar 365 36S .
Comammnants in ABS: x Cv
1ndoor Aur by Onsite EL Exposure Length nourvday 24 24
Resioents
chermcal- .
ABS nhalsuon Absorpton Fracror urvtiess " Cherrcal-s0eciic
Cv Converson F actor SEYNOUrS 0.042 0 042 . .
—_— €0 (et Eposure Duraton yoars g 20 ::et‘)':’:(ﬂ:a xED xEFY
. —
inhaigtion of BW (aou) Body Wegnt Ag 70 7¢
Contamniants in - .
1nacor Ar Dy Ontsite 1R (aauit) nhaiaton Aae m'icay 20 20
AR
asicents €0 {org; Exposure Durgnon yoars 2 4 .
BW tcnaa) Boay W mont X 10 1o NS
1R ot nrigianon Rate i migay 5 S
34 256Mp/SF S {71400
mgAg £ MULQTITS Der Wiogram mw“\ = MRikQrarms D CUNC rmgter -
SOy wesR = VANt DO week CHvYrad! - 0AYS DE7 you8!
kg «  KiOQIATS rgrwor o« hours par day
ggrvect = MUNGIATS D8 Fyen! ™ Qay -« CutnC etes per day
om* = 3CLATE CAMLIMBTE; a2 -MCus = day oer NOourt
mcyur:z-uay = Oaty MHIGrire 0f SQUETE CHTIITIEY Laey = tnars par day
kpmsg - RKUQQ7 &S Da Muingram TG Car 2 reitgrars pes 13y
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plausible maximum exposure point concentration. EPA assumed that trespassers

-might be exposed to surface soils. For this scenario, EPA used 34 surface samples

collected during the remedial investigation (RI) to estimate exposure point
concentrations. Under the future land use scenario, the Endangerment Assessment
assumed that future residents (a conservative assumption) might be exposed to
contaminants present in the upper 20 feet of soil as a result of grading and other
construction activities. For this scenario, EPA estimated exposure point concentrations
using soil samples collected from O to 20 feet bgs. :

Contaminants in soil and soil gas at the site may be transported to a downwind
receptor. For the potential exposure to air, modeling was utilized to estimate exposure
point concentrations. The Endangerment Assessment used a Gaussian dispersion
model (Turner, 1970) to measure exposure point concentrations in ambient air at
locations 0.1, 0.5, and 1.0 kilometers downwind of the site. The risk assessment also
used a one-compartment indoor air model (for above-ground structures) along with soil
gas results to estimate indoor air concentrations for future residents living on-site.

7. Risk Characterization

To estimate carcinogenic (cancer) risks, the Chronic Daily Intakes (CDls) for each

- exposure pathway are multiplied by SFs. The resulting risk estimate represents the

incremental probability of an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as a result of -
exposure to the carcinogen. Table 3 presents the cancer risk estimates for current and
future land-use under several different exposure scenarios.

To estimate noncarcinogenic risks, the CDI for each exposure pathway is divided by the
RfD to obtain a hazard quotient. The sum of all hazard quotients for each COC is the
hazard index (Hi). The RfD is an estimate of daily exposure concentration that will not
result in adverse effects in the most sensitive of individuals during a lifetime.- When the
estimated CDI exceeds the RfD, there may be a concern regarding potential adverse
effects. Table 3 presents the HI estimates for each exposure pathway.

The risks estimated in the Endangerment Assessment include some degree of
uncertainty as a result of assumptions made regarding exposure and toxicity: When
estimating plausible maximum exposure point concentrations, for example, the
Endangerment Assessment assumed that individuals wou!d be exposed to maximum
soil or groundwater concentrations for every COC (a conservative assumption). In
addition, the Endangerment Assessment assumed that contaminant concentrations will
remain constant over time with no degradation. Toxicity factors (RfDs and slope
factors) are also likely to provide conservative estimates of risk to ensure
protectiveness.

Both current and future risks were estimated in the endangerment Assessment
pursuant to the National Contingency Plan (NCP) and were considered tc evaluate

AROD_061402wpd.wpd o Page i - 31




77

Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

whether or not the site presents an “unacceptable risk” to human heaith and the
environment. Acceptable risk is defined as when the cumulative carcinogenic risk to g
receptor based on a “reasonable maximurn exposure” (RME) is less than 10™ (e.g. 1 in
10,000 chances of cancer) and a noncarcinogenic hazard index (Hl) is less than 1.

Table 3 presents current site risk exposure estimates, current land use risks based on a
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) for exposure scenarios that fall below 10
cancer risk and a noncarcinogenic Hi of less than 1. Therefore EPA considers the
current risk exposure estimates to be “acceptable,” except in the case of the
trespassers scenario, where the Hi exceeds 1. However, for the future land use

~ scenarios (using a conservative assumption of on-site residential land use), the site

specific risk estimates exceed the 10 cancer risk for three future residential exposure

- pathways: (1) direct contact with soils; (2) ingestion of groundwater; and (3) inhalation

of volatile chemicals in indoor air. 'Based on the above criteria, these risk exposures
under a residential scenario are considered “unacceptable” by EPA. Generally, where
site risks to an individual based on RME exposure assumptions for either current or

~ future land use exceed 10* lifetime excess cancer risk, action under CERCLA is

warranted.

It should be noted that the potential inhalation risks under a future commercial/industriai
scenario, as is presently anticipated, would be less than those determined under the
residential scenario assumed in the Endangerment Assessment (but still above 10 to
10° cancer risk'range). For example, the only differences between an adult residential
exposure (assumed in the risk assessment) and a commercial/industrial worker
exposure (using EPA’s default assumptions)is the exposure frequency (365 days per
year for a resident versus 250 days per year for a worker) and exposure duration (30
years for a resident versus 25 years for a worker). The combined difference between
these receptors-is 1.75 (i.e. 365/250 multiplied by 30/25). This difference is not greai
and would still yield a risk above the risk range for workers (the residential risk of 6 x
10* divided by 1.75 yields a worker nisk of 3x 10™). A similar analysis would apply for
direct contact exposures on-site.” Accordingly, for a commercial/industrial scenario,
remedial action is warranted under CERCLA.

8.  Ecological Risk Assessment

Whilethe Endangerment Assessment also included a qualitative ecological assessment
predicting that site contamination may impact wildlife, the site is located in an industrial
area and does not represent a sigrificant habitat for wildiife.

A biological endangerment assessment of the site was conducted during the fail of
1698 (Frank Hovore & Associates. September and October 1898). The possibility of
native wildlife occupying and persisting a. the site was investigated. Particular
emphasis was given 1o determination of the presence or absence of the native gray fox
(Urocyon cinereoargenteus). western burrowing owl {Athene cunicularia hypugea), San
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Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillii}, and other disturbance-tolerant
or substrate generalist sensitive taxa on the site. The assessment included field survey
observations made along site transects walked 5-10 meters apart around the entire site,
from corner to corner and along all boundaries. The assessment determined that there
is no evidence of agency-listed endangered, threatened, or otherwise sensitive or
protected species within the site boundaries and that the likelihood of any such spec:es
occupying the site is low given its history of surface disturbance, recent remedial
activities, and effects of human intrusion from adjacent development.

H. Circumstances Prompting the Revised Refnedy

Additional soil and soil gas investigations on the perimeter parcels were performed by
WDIG and EPA in 1995, Based on these investigations, EPA suspended the design of
the original remedy in 1996. During the period from 1997 to 2000, EPA directed the
WDIG to perform investigations to further characterize waste in the penmeter parcels.
This included delineation of the nature and extent of soil gas, liquids present in the
reservoir {in Area 2), and groundwater contamination. ldentified soil gas COCs

- included the human carcinogens benzene and viny! chioride, and methane. A quarterly

in-business air monitoring program was initiated for selected on-site businesses.
L Remedial Action Objectives

The 1993 ROD did not explicitly identify Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) because
they were not inctuded in the ROD guidance at that time. The implicit RAOs for the
site, however, have not been revised or affected. The RAOs for the revised remedy are
to: S

. Protect human health and the environment by preventing exposure to buried
wastes and contaminated soiis ' :

Protect current and future on-site and off-site receptors from exposure to soil
gases;

- Prevent human exposure. trom direct contacl, consumption; and other uses, to
site quids exceeding state and federal standards,

—

J Prevent contribution of site hquids to exceedances of state and federal .
groundwater standards. and:

. Prevent human exposure 10 groundwater that exceeds state and federal
siandards due to site-relateg contamnants.

These objectives are based on the present use of the site, the anticipated potential for

ARQD_06 14024pd. wpd ’ ‘ Page 11-23




Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

future use of the site for industrial purposes, and the potennal for groundwater in the
area to be used asa public water supply.

J. Description of Alternatives

EPA has selected the revised remedy after evaluation of multiple alternatives, mcludmg
the original remedy selected in the 1993 ROD and seven alternatives that have been
evaluated as part of the Supplemental Fea5|b|l|ty Study completed in May 2001.

1. Qriginal Remedy from 1993 Record of Decision

The original remedy as presented in the 1993 ROD consusted of the followmg major
components:

e Excavation of wastes in designated areas to achieve cleanup standards;

. Reconsohdatuon of excavated materials beneath a RCRA-equwalent cap to be
installed over the reservoir (Area 2);

. Instaliation of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir (in Area 2) and
designated areas (Area 2 and some minor portions of the perimeter), covering
approximately 17 acres of the site;

. Placement of perforated piping for the passive extraction and flaring of
subsurface gases throughout the area to be capped;

. Monitoring of gases and installation of an active extraction and treatment system,
' if required to address constituents and volume of gases,; and

. Implementation of institutional controis to ensure that future use of the site is
compatible with the remedy goals, maintain the integrity of the cap, restrict
parcels with residual contamination from activities that could lead to exposure to
contaminated soils, and prohibit shallow groundwater use.

2.~ Alternatives Evaluated for Revised Remedy

EPA identified, reviewed, and evaluated a total of seven alternatives as part of the
‘Supplemental Feasibility Study that was completed in May, 2001. The alternatives
included components for containment of buried wastes with capping systems, gas
collection, extraction, and gas migration control systems, as well as institutional controls
and long-term O&M. Alternatives that involved treatment or excavation and ofisite
disposal of buried wastes were not incluaed in detailed evaluations because they were
too costly, not pracnca and posed significant potential hea'th risks to the community
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due to the high volume of trucks hauling wastes from the site over a period of years
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 incorporated groundwater monitoring to address current
groundwater conditions at the site. Alternatives 6 and 7 were identified in the
Supplemental Feasibility Study as stand-alone groundwater alternatives for evaluation
as required by the NCP. However, these two alternatives were not retained as separate
remediation alternatives since they did not address containment of buried wastes,
contaminated soils, soil gas, or liquids. The list of alternatives subjected to detailed
evaluation for the revised remedy in the Supplemental Feasibility Study is:

A!temativé #1: NO FURTHER ACTION

The no further action alternative is required by the NCP as a ba51s
of comparison for other alternatives. Under this alternative, only
limited actions (i.e., fencing) would be taken to restrict access to
the site or reduce the potential for exposure. This alternative would
include continuation of the current site groundwater monitoring
program.

Alternative #2: RCRA EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2) AND
: MONOFILL (SOIL/ASPHALT/CONCRETE) CAP OVER "

PORTIONS OF AREAS 1, 2, 4, 5,6, 7, AND 8, RESERVOIR
LEACHATE COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING
CONTROLS; GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR '
MONITORING; AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS [This
alternative was ultimately selected by EPA as the basis for the
Revised Aemedy.]

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2) and a moriofill cap over
buried waste outside the reservoir area installed in Areas 1, 2,4, 5,
6, 7, and 8. The monofill cap would consist of graded soil, asphalt,
and concrete in designated areas. A gas collection system would
be installed under the RCRA-equivalent cap. Extracted gases from
the reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology
. (e.g:, granular activated carbon [GAC)). Passive bioventing wells

- would be installed along portions of the perimeter of buried waste
near existing buildings to mitigate the formation of methane gas
and enhance the degradation of organic materials. Valves on ,
these wells would open during high barometric conditions to aliow
oxygen in and close during low barometric conditions to retain
oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric air into the subsurface
tormation and driviny it towards conditions that maximize aerobic
biodegradation. Leachate Ccllection Points (LCPs) would be
installed to monitor for, collect and remove “free liquids™ within
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Alternative #3:

buried waste. Soil gas engineering controls would be installed
within existing structures; where engineering controls are not
technically feasible, buildings would be removed. The decision to
provide engineering controls or remove any particular building
would be made during design. Engineering controls may consist of
sealing penetrations in floor slabs, installation of active or passive
venting systems below floor slabs, installation of positive pressure
HVAC systems and/or physical barriers, and/or ventilation
improvements. Institutional Controls (ICs) would be implemented
to restrict current and future land uses at the site, protect the
integrity of the cap and soil gas control systems, restrict future use
of shallow groundwater, and ensure the effectiveness of the
remedy components. Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air
quality monitoring would be conducted. This alternative
anticipates, and would be compatible with, site redevelopment at.
some point in the future, for industrial land uses. This alternative
would provide for implementation of remediation facilities as the
first step; redevelopment of the site could follow as a second, but
separate step, by other parties.

;RCRA-EOUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2};

REDEVELOPMENT OF AREAS 1, 2 (OUTSIDE OF RESERVOIR),
3,4,5,6,7, AND 8; RESERVOIR LEACHATE COLLECTION
POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING CONTROLS;
GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR MON!TORING AND
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide

containment for the reservoir area (Area 2). Outside the reservoir
(Areas 2, 3,4, 5, 6, 7, and 8) the property would be redeveloped by
the City of Santa Fe Springs or private entities. Prior to
redevelopment, the portions of these areas overlying buried waste
would be covered with a monafill (soil) cap, having a minimum
thickness of 2 feet. Pavements and foundations of the new
developments would serve to enhance the performance of the.
menofill cap. A gas collection system would be installed under the
RCRA-equivalent cap and operated as an active system for the first
year and as a passive system thereafter.” Collected gases from the

- reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology {(2.9.,.

GAC). Passive bioventing wells would be installed along portions

- of the perimeter of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigaie
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the formation of metiiane gas and enhance the degradation of
organic materiais. Valves on these wells would open during high
barometric conditions to allow oxygen in and close during low
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Alternative #4.

AROC _061402wpd.wpd

barometric conditions to retain oxygen, thus pumpmg atmospheric -

air into the subsurface formation and driving it towards conditions
that maximize aerobic biodegradatlon LCPs would be instalied to
monitor, collect, and remove “free liquids” within buried waste.
Some existing buildings in Areas 1, 2, 5, and 8 that are constructed
over buried wastes would be demolished to permit construction of
the soil monofill cap. {Cs would be implemented to restrict current
and future land uses at the site, protect the integrity of the cap and

- soil gas control systems, restrict future use of shallow groundwater,

and ensure the effectiveness of the remedy components.
Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air quality monitoring
would be conducted. Industrial redevelopment would be
incorporated and integrated into the remediation of the site.

RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2) AND
MONOFILL CAP OVER PORTIONS OF AREAS 2, 4,5, AND 7;
EXCAVATION/CONSOLIDATION OF BURIED WASTE FROM
AREAS 1, 6 AND 8; REMOVAL OF BUILDINGS UNDERLAIN BY
BURIED WASTE IN AREAS 1 AND 8; RESERVOIR LEACHATE
COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING CONTROLS;

GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR MONITORING; AND

INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area {Area 2). Waste from Areas 1,
6, and 8 would be excavated and reconsolidated underneath the
RCRA-equivalent cap in Area 2. Monofill capping consisting of
graded soil, asphatt, and concrete would be instalied in Areas 2, 4,
5,and 7. A gas collection system would be installed under the

- RCRA-equivalent cap. The system would be operated initially as

an active system, and eventually, with anticipated gas volume
reductions, as a passive system. Collected gases from the
reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology (e.g.,
GAC). Passive bioventing wells would be instalied along portions

.of the perimeter of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigate

the formation of methane gas and enhance the degradation of
organic materials. Valves on these wells would open during high
barometric conditions to allow oxygen in and close during low
barometric conditions to retain oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric
air into the subsurface formation and driving it towards conditions
that maximize aerobic biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to -
coilect and remove “uee liquids” within buried waste. Soil gas
engineering controls would be installed within existing structures
underiain by waste. Engingering controls might consist of sealing
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Alternative #5:

‘Alternative #6°

AROD_061402wpd woc

penetrations in floor slabs, installation of active or passive venting.
systems below floor slabs, installation of positive pressure HVAC
systems and/or physical barriers, and/or ventilation improvements.
ICs would be implemented to restrict current and future land uses
at the site, protect the integrity of the cap and environmental control
systems, restrict future use of shallow groundwater, and ensure the
effectiveness of the remedy. Groundwater, soil vapor, and i in-
business air quality monitoring would be conducted.

RCRA-EOUIVALENT CAP OVER AREA 2 INCLUDING THE
RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2); EXCAVATION/RECONSOLIDATION
OF BURIED WASTE FROM AREAS 1, 4,5, 6,7, and 8;
RESERVOIR LEACHATE COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS
ENGINEERING CONTROLS; GROUNDWATER AND SOIL
VAPOR MONITORING; AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2). Waste from Areas 1,
4,5, 6,7, and 8 would be excavated and reconsolidated
underneath the RCRA-equivalent cap in the southwestern half of

. Area 2. Buildings in Areas 1, 5, and 8 would be demolished. A gas

collection system would be installed under the RCRA-equivalent
cap. Collected gases from the reservoir area would be treated by
an appropriate technology (e.g., GAC). In addition, passive
bioventing wells would be installed along portions of the perimeter
of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigate the formation of
methane gas and enhance the degradation of organic materials.
Valves on these wells would open during high barometric
conditions to allow oxygen in and close during low barometric
conditions to retain oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric air into the
subsurface formation and driving it towards conditions that

‘maximize aerobic biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to

coliect and remove “free liquids” within buried waste. Soil gas
engineering controls would be installed for new developments in
areas underlain by waste material. ICs would be implemented to
restrict current and future land uses at the site, protect the integrity
ot the cap and environmental control systems, restrict future use of
shallow groundwater. and ensure the effectiveness of the remedy
components Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air quality
monitonng would be conducted.

GROUNDWATER MU NITORING

EPA included this aliernative to address groundwater monitoring as
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K.

1.

- - Alternative #7:

a separate alternative. This alternative represents the continuation
of current groundwater monitoring programs and is considered
appropriate for the current groundwater conditions at the site.
Although MCL exceedances have not been demonstrated to be
attributed to the site, the NCP requires an evaluation of the
contamination.

GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT

This alternative addresses groundwater only and consists of
extraction and treatment of groundwater. Alternative #7 was
included in the Supplemental Feasibility Study in case current
groundwater conditions at the site change in the future. The
alternative would include the installation of groundwater extraction
wells located in the portion of the site west of the reservoir (in Area
2). The extraction wells would be placed in the interior of the site to
create an inward hydraulic gradient and capture contaminated
groundwater before it could migrate offsite. Extracted groundwater
would then be treated and reinjected through injection wells located
on the western site boundary to create a groundwater boundary on

~ the downgradient border of the site.

Comparative Analysis of Alternatives |

Comparison of Alternatives for Revised Remedy -

EPA promulgated regutations in the NCP that establish a framework of nine evaluation
criteria for selection of a preferred remedial alternative. EPA has reviewed and
compared the alternatives identified in the Supplemental Feasibility Study with respect
to the CERCLA nine evaluation critena. The nine criteria are:

L)

[ ]

Qverall Protection of Human Heaith and the Environment
Compliance with Apphcabie or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

_ (ARARs)

Long-term Effectiveness

- Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility. or Volume Through Treatment
Short-term Eftectiveness -

Implementability

Cost

State Acceptance
Community Acceplance
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a.  Qverall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether
each alternative provides adequate protection of human health and the’
environment and describes how risks through each exposure pathway are
eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment, engineering controls, and
institutional controls.

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Action Alternative, all
alternatives are considered to be protective of human health and the
environment. They would protect future on-site populations as well as the
nearby community. The use of RCRA-equivalent caps and engineered capping
systems will provide protection against exposure to wastes, contaminated soils,
liquids, and subsurface gases. Alternative 5 would provide the greatest level of _
long-term protection due to extensive excavation in designated perimeter areas
and reconsolldatzon of waste under the RCRA-equ;valent cap in the reservoir
area.

b. Compliance with ARARs

Section 121(d) of CERCLA and NCP §300.430(f)(1)(ii)B) require that remedial
actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally applicable or relevant and.
appropriate federal and state requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations
which are collectively referred to as “ARARS”, unless such ARARs are waived
under CERCLA section 121 (d)( ).

Appllcabie requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and
other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal
environmental or state environmental or facility siting laws that specifically
address a hazardous substance, poliutant, contaminant, remedial action,
location, or other circumstance found at a CERCLA site. Only those state
standards that are identified by a state in a timely manner and that are more
stringent than federal requirements may be applicable. Relevant and
- appropriate requirements are'those cleanup standards, standards of control, and

other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal

— environmental or state environmental or facility siting laws that, while not

~ “applicable” to a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action,
location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site address problems or situations
sufficiently similar to those encountered atthe CERCLA site that their use is weil-
‘suited 1o the particular site. Only those state standards that are identified by a
state in a timely manner and that are more strmgent than tederal requirements
may be relevant and appropriate.

Several ARARs, although generally applicable or relevant and appro;ﬁriate to

7
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remedial actions, do not apply universally to all alternatives. For example,
ARARs pertaining to groundwater cleanup remedial actions while applyingto

~ Alternatives 6 and 7, do not apply to Alternative 2 since the act:vmes regulated
by such ARARs are not part of Alternative 2.

- Additionally, all alternatives except Alternative 1, have common ARARs
pertaining to design and construction of landfill covers, gas mlgratton control, as
wells as groundwater monitoring.

All'ﬁve alternatives except Alternative 1, the No Further Action Alternative, would
comply with their respective federal, state, and local requirements (ARARs).

C. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and
the ability of the remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the
environment over time, once cleanup levels have been achieved. This criterion
includes consideration of residual risk that will remain on-site following
remediation and the adequacy and reliability of controls.

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Action alternative, all

- alternatives would provide long-term effectiveness. Alternative 5 would provide
the greatest level of long-term effectiveness due to extensive excavation and
reconsolidation of waste resulting in smalier capping areas and lower !ong -term-
O&M requirements.

d. Reductien of Toxicity, Mobility. er Volume Through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the
anticipated performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as
parnt of the remedy.

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Action alternative, all .

. allernatives would reduce the mobility of contamination through use of
containment (Capping systems), liquids and gas collection and extraction,

—engineering controls, monitoring, and institutional controls. Alternative 5 would

" provide the greatest level of long-term reduction of mobility through excavation
and reconsolidation of waste under a RCRA-equivalent cap. Alternatives 2, 3, 4,
and 5 provide treatment of gases that are extracted from beneath the RCRA-
equivalent cap for the reservair in Area 2. In addition, reservoir liquids as well as
cther wastes generated from implementation of the remedy will be collected,
treated as necessary, and disposeu of in accordance with ARARs.
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e.

Short-term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the
remedy and any adverse impacts that may be posed to workers, the community,
and the environment during construction and operatnon of the remedy unul
cleanup levels are achieved.

Alternative 1 would result in continued site risks due to no further action. Under
Alternatives 2 and 3, although wastes would be contained by RCRA-equivalent
-cap and engineered capping systems, minimal short-term risks would result due

" to the wastes remaining in place. Alternative 4 would result in increased short-
term site risks due to potential exposures during excavation and reconsolidation
of waste. Alternative 5 would lead to the greatest short-term risks due to
exposures during increased excavation and reconsolidation of waste under
RCRA-equivalent and engineered capping systems.

implementabilitv'

* Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a
‘remedy from design through construction and operation. Factors such as
availability of services and materials, administrative feasibility, and coordination
with other governmental entities are also considered.

All altemaﬁves are implementabile. ‘However, some face more challenges than
others. Alternative 1 is the most readily implementable, but provides limited
protectiveness. Alternative 2 is readily implementable, and relies upon readily
available and proven capping and containment technologies. implementation of
Alternative 2 will provide for City of Santa Fe Springs reviews during the remedial
design process. In addition, to the maximum extent practicable, remedial design
by the WDIG will seek to accommodate redevelopment grading and layout
alternatives that are being evaluated by the City as part of its WDI site
redevelopment master planning. Alternative 3 is implementable in terms of _
undertaking the capping components of the remedy, but would face significant
. challenges in incorporating redevelopment plans directly into the remedy. '
Concurrent implementation of the capping and redevelopment would require
_substantial delays in the remedy to allow time for the City to finalize its
- redevelopment plans, identity a developer, enter into development agreements
work with existing landowners whose busme_sses could be potentially relocated,
~ and mobilize for redevelopment. Alternatives 4 and 5 face implementation
difficulties due to excavation and transportation of relatively large voilumes of

waste materials. Alternative S has the greatest implementation challenge due to

the excavation of the largest quaniay of waste. Alternatives 2 through 5 might
face same challenges with implementing institutional controls, but the challenges
are the same for all of the alternatives, and can most likely be surmounted.
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Those challenges are due to the large number of parcels of property at the site
and the lack of certainty regarding possible future land disposition and land use
requirements.

g. Cost Effectiveness

Cost refers to the total net present worth costs associated with capital
expenditures required for the remedy, as well as the annualized costs associated
with O&M. ‘These estimates mcorporate 30 years of O&M for comparison
purposes.

Ta‘kble 6: Estimated Costs for Remedial Alternatives *

Alternative - | Estimated Cost (NPV)

Alternative 1 {includes monitoring) $2,906,000

Alternative 2 ’ ' $7.830,000 **
Alternative 3 $7,396,000 *** -
Alternative 4 ' | $11,258,000
Alternative 5 ~ $13,237,000

* May 20081 Supplemental Feasibility Study; estimates are order-of-magnitude engineering cost
estimates that are expected 1o be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project cost.

" . ** Based on minor revisions 1o the revised remedy, the cost estimate shown in the Supplemenial
Feasmumy study has been increased from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000. See Section L below.

* Exciusive of relocation and redevelopment-related costs.

There is significant variation in the estimated costs associated with the five
alternatives, ranging between approximately $2,906,000 for Alternative 1 (no
further action) and $13,237,000 for Alternative 5 (containment plus extensive
waste excavation/reconsolidation).

Alternatives 2 and 3 are considered to be the most cost-effective in terms of
. providing long-term protectiveness of public health and the environment and
achieving the remedial objectives for the site. Alternatives 2 and 3 provide
— overall long-term protectiveness and minimize the risks associated with
excavation and reconsolidation of on-site wastes. '

h.~  State Acceptance
With the exception of Alternative 1, all alternatives were considered generally
acceptable by the State. Conceriis were raised regarding potential delays and

challenges in the cocrdination of redevelopment activities integral with the
remediation involved under Alternative 3. Concerns were also raised regarding
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the short-term risks associated with significant excavation and reconsolidation?
waste under Alternatives 4 and 5. The State has provided comment on planning
and conceptual design of alternative systems selected for remediation of the site.

i. Community Acceptance

With the exception of Alternative 1, all alternatives were considered generally
acceptable by the community. During public meetings, questions were raised about the -
effectiveness of containment remedies, and the commentors expressed preferences for
remediation that would physically remove all waste and contaminated soil from the site.
EPA has determined, however, that excavation and removal of all on-site contamination

“is not technically or economically practicable. The potential for excavation and offsite
disposal of all contamination was evaluated in the Supplemental Feasibility Study and
the costs were estimated at approximately $161,000,000. Additionally, excavation and
removal of all on-site contamination, or even a substantial portion thereof, would create

_ significant short-term risks associated with exposure to contamination during excavation

and offsite transport. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance and directives,
including Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies for

CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA OSWER Directive 9355.3-11, February 1991),

and_Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA Directive 9355.0-

49FS, September 1993), EPA has selected containment as the presumptive remedy to
address the low-level threat from the site.

- Table 7 presents a summary of the comparative evaluation of the Alternatives 1 through
5 that were considered in the Supplemental Feasibility Study. Alternative 2 has been
selected for the revised remedy because: (1) it provides both short-term and long-term
protectiveness of human health and the environment; (2) it complies with ARARs; (3) it
is implementable; (4) it is acceptable to the State of California and the local commumty
and (5) it is cost-effective.

2. Comparison with Ornginal 1993 ROD-Selected Remedy

EPA has selected Alternative 2 for the revised remedy for the WDI site. While many
aspects of the original 1993 ROD remedy are incorporated into the revised remedy, the
- revised remedy more effectively addresses the risks posed by the site and is more
protective of human health and the environment, both in the short- and long-term. Both
 remedies include construction of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir section of
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TABLE 7

 DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES IDENTIFIED IN

SUPPLEMENTAL FEASIBILITY STUDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Aftemative §
No-Action {Preferred) RCRA-Equivaient RCRA-Equivalent Extensive Excavation with
RCRA-Equivalent Capping ing with Site Capping with Partial RCRA-Equvalent
Sysiems Redeveiopment Waste Excavation Capping
, .

Description includes monitonng ACRA-Equrvalent Cap over | Same as Altemalive 2 - | Same as Altemative 2, Same as Altemnative 2, g
of current condivons reservosr and 3 monolii tud incorporates but includes excavation | inciudes excavation of ail
only cap over all other waste redevelopment.. of Areas 1,6,4 8 and waste outside Area 2 and

{Al. inctudes ICs and mconsolidation beneath | reconsolidation beneath
groundwater montonng cap. cap.

Overall Prolectiveness Not protactve Protects huure on-site Prolects future on-site, | Prolects fulure on-site | . Most proleciive of future

: Exposas future on- workers and o7l -site | workers and off-site workars and off-site on-site workars and off-
sita and ofl-site popuiation papuiaton. popuiation. site popuiation,
receplors 10 site :
contamnanis

Compliance with State & Does not mees Camgues wih State ana Cormpies with State Complies with State Cornplies wath State and

Federai Requirements landlit closure Federsi requarerments: anc Federal and Federal Federal requiraments.
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Area 2; however, the revised remedy does not incorporate extensive excavation of
buried wastes outside the reservoir and reconsolidation of waste beneath the cap. In
this respect, the revised remedy is more protective in the short-term because it
eliminates short-term exposure to wastes that could result from significant excavation
and consolidation. Under the revised remedy, buried waste outside the reservoir will be
capped in situ using several engineered capping systems, including engmeered-graded
soils, asphalt, and concrete.

- The revised remedy also addresses risks posed by soil gas by including selection of soil
gas standards and installation of (a) a gas collection and extraction system under the
RCRA-equivalent cap and (b) a passive bioventing system (or active soil vapor
extraction systems if bioventing proves ineffective based on soil gas monitoring) in
certain areas outside of the reservoir (in Area 2).

The revised remedy adds to the original remedy a liquids collection system to coliect
leachate and free liquids for offsite treatment and disposal at facilities approved by
EPA. The revised remedy also includes implementation of engineering controls, such
‘as physical barriers and ventilation systems, in existing buildings over buried waste. If
such controls are not feasible, buildings may have to be demolished and removed. In
some cases, in order to install engineering contrals, temporary relocation of the building
facilities would be necessary. Both the original and the revised remedy provide for ICs -
to limit exposure to buried wastes and contaminants remaining on-site. Under the
revised remedy, the ICs would include easements.and environmental restrictions to be
recorded on the properties at the site, as well as local ordinances and regulations
prohibiting certain uses of the site and groundwater. Finally, the revised remedy
provides for long-term groundwater monitoring and long-term monitoring and O&M of all
remedy components. Table 8 provides a comparison of the elements of the remedy
selected in the 1993 ROD and the revised remedy selected in this Amended ROD.

Table 9 provides a summary comparison in terms of the CERCLA $-point criteria
between the original 1993 remedy and the revised remedy addressed.in this Amended
ROD.

L. Rev:sed Remedy

1. Ratxona'e for the Revnsed Remedy

Based on the requiremems of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the alternatives using
the nine criteria specified in the NCP, and public comments, EPA has selected

- Alternative 2 as the basis for the revised remedy for the WDi site. Alternative 2
provides both long-term and short-term protectiveness of human health and the
‘environment. The use of RCRA-equivale. .t and engineered capping systems will
provide containment to minimize the potential for exposure to buried wastes,
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TABLE 8

COMPARISON BETWEEN COMPONENTS OF ORIGINAL 1993 SELECTED REMEDY

AND REVISED REMEDY

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Activity/Coinponent

1993 Selected Remedy

Revised Remedy

Excavation of Waste & Contaminated
Soits

Excavation of waste in designated areas to achieve
cleanup standards

Waste Reconscidation

Reconsolidation of d materials (approx.
78,000 cy) beneath 8 RCRA-squivalent cap 1o be
instaked over main reservoir in Area 2.

RCRA-Eguivaient Cap

Instatiation of 8 RCRA-aquivaient cap over the
reservoir, other designated areas in Area 2, and
some minor portions of the perimeter covering
approximately 17 acres (750,000 squars feet) of the
site.

instaftation of a RCRA-equivaient cap over
reservoir in Araa 2 {approx. 306.000 square
foat). :

Extraction & Treatment of Subsurtace
Gases (Area 2}

"Placement of pertorated piping for passive gas

extraction of subsurface gases throughout area to be
capped if necessary. Usae of flaring and additiona!
treatment if nacessary 10 meet performance
sundards. Monitoring of gases and, it required,
installation of an active extraction system.

Installation of a gas migration control system
under 8 RCRA-equivalent cap. System willbe
designed to0 be an active system (mechanical
blower/vacuum driven) and inciude trsatment of
pas emissions with Granular Activated Carbon
(GACY); conversion to & passiva gas (non
mechanical driven) migration controt systam wil
be considered after one year depending on gas
volumes and gas emission rates.
Implementation of long-term gas monitoring as
part of O&M . :

Extraction & Treatment of Subsunace

Gasgs {Outsice Area 2}

N

Monitoring of gases emanaung from the site and
instaiiation of an active extraction system if required

In gesignated areas outside of reservoir area,
if ion of passive bioventng syst o
active soil vapor axtraction {SVE) weils with
treatment. Impiementation of long-term gas
monitoring as part of O&M induding monaoring
of ambient air in onsite buildings.

Liquids Management Systems

instailation of a kquids coliection system under
the cap {in Arga 2) to collect leachate and ree
kquids for offsite treatment and disposal at &
tacikty approved by EPA

Engineered Capping Systems

Instatiation of engineered capping systems in
Areas 1, 2.4, 5, 6, 7.8 (approx. 638.000 square
teet). outside of rasewvoir, including enginesred
graded soil, asphatlt, and concrete capping
systems

Engineenng Controts

implemantation ot engineering controls inciuding
physical barriers and verttilation systems at
and/or within existing and new buildings
ovarlying of adjacent 1o wiste. Demodition end
removai ot some eusung structures may be
required where enginearing controls &re not
feasibie.

Accesy® instiutional Controts {1C3)

implementation of ICs to control tuture and use
Protect e integrity of 1Ne CAp. prevent expasuie 1o
contamindted sous. and profbd shattow groundwater
use

impiamentation of approved (Cs 1o control future
and use, protect the ntegrity of the cap.
prevent exposure 10 contaminated sois, and
prohibit shaliow groundwatar use

Grounawatar Monionng

Impiementation of long-term grourdwater
MoNtonng program

Operstions and matenance {04 M,

Implementation of long-term O4M

ARARs

Hazargous Waste Control Act {Maeatth and Satety
Coces. Dwv 20 Cnapter § 5. State squivaient of
ACRA Caitorrea Code of Feguatons [CCRs] Titie
221, Canormaa integrated Wasie Management Board
{CIWMB). CCR Tre 14, Poner-Cologne Wales
Guauty Act, Soutn Coasi Ar Quakty Managertent
Board {SCAQMB) ruies

includes and refines ARARs trom 1993 ROD
CiwMB CCR Titie 14 combined with SWRCB
regulations into CCR Title 27, adds
greundwaier MomMtonng requirements ¢rom
CCRs Title 22 and Triie 27

-
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TABLE 9

9-POINT CERCLA CRITERIA COMPARISON BETWEEN ORIGINAL 1993 REMEDY
AND AMENDED PREFERRED REMEDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

contamination.

Description Originally Selected Remedy Alternative 2 (Preferred)
Excavation and reconsofidation of waste RCRA-Equivalent Cap over reservoir (Araa 2) and
outsida of Area 2 under 8 ACRA-equivalent | engineared sodl, asphalt, and concrete capping
cap in Area 2 with passive soit gas systams over all other waste. Gas migration control,
collection and monitoring. lgachate control, sof gas and grourdwaler

momumg Q&M, and institutional controls.

Overall Protectiveness Not protective. Does not address significant | Protacts future on-sits workers and off-site
praviously undelected waste outside Area poputation. Addresses wastes found outside of Arsa
2 : 2.

Compliancs with State & Federal Does not meet landfill closure requirements | Comgplies with state and fedefal raquicements.

Requirements since # did not address all on-site waste. | g

Long-Term Effectiveness Not effective n contammg all known site Effective in containing contaminabon beneath caps.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobiiity, or Volume Limited reduction of mobility of Substantially reduces mobility of contaminants under
contaminants due o mcompiate RCRA-equivaient cap and enginaered mppmg
containment of all known waste. systems.

Short-Term Moderate ste risk due to incomplete Minimal risk of exposure 10 wastes during cap

Effectiveness containment cf alf known waste; minimal construction.
risks becausae of exposure dunng

N constructiovexcavation.
{implementability Uses established capping technologtes. Uses established capping, gas control, leachate
: coliection, and monitoring technologies.
Potentially difficult relocation issues.
Cost (30-Year) $5.170.950" $7,830,000
State Acceptance - Yes {1993} Yes {2002)

Community Acceplance

Not acceptabie. Concems and additonal
niomabon raised Dy community ang
commentars

Generally acceptable {with miigation fe.g., line-of-
sight bamar] for community impacts)

Notes:
* 13993 cost estimate

** Revised from May 2001 Supoiememav Faasibity Study. See Section L of this Amended ROD

Amended ROD 08/02
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contammated soils, and subsurface gases. The use of hqulds and soil gas collectaon
and extraction systems will remove and treat liquids and vapor associated with the site.
Because there is no indication that the site has contributed to exceedances of
groundwater standards, only monitoring will be undertaken to address groundwater.
The containment systems, however, will prevent the infiltration of rainwater which might
otherwise contribute to groundwater contamination by flushing contaminants present in
vadose zone soils below the water table. ICs will be implemented to protect the
integrity of the capping systems, restrict future land use, restrict potential future
-groundwater use, and ensure access for ongoing O&M activities.

Alternative 2 complies with ARARs and is implementable using readily available and
proven capping technologies. Engineering controls will be installed to protect on-site
businesses from soil gas emissions. Alternative 2 is cost-effective, providing a high
level of protectiveness at reasonable cost. Alternative 2 also considers current and
future land uses and anticipates the likelihood that the WDI site will be targeted for
industrial redevelopment by other parties. Atthe same time, implementation of
Alternative 2 is not dependant on successful redevelopment activities as is Alternative -
3.

2. Description of the Revised Remedy

- The revised remedy under this Amended ROD addresses the increased lateral extent
of waste material and soil gas outside of the reservoir and Area 2, including additional
waste containment and gas collection, extraction, and migration control systems
“beyond those identified in the original ROD. Capping will be implemented through the
use of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir (in Area 2) with the addition of several
" types of other engineered capping systems beyond the reservoir. Based on additional
information obtained since the original 1993 ROD, the extent and volume of waste are
sufficiently great that it is not practical or cost-effective to excavate waste from the site
perimeter for reconsolidation beneath the cap in Area 2. An analysis of a partial
excavation alternative (Alternative 4) was performed in the Supplemental Feasibility
Study and evaluated in the Proposed Plan. EPA determined that this excavation
alternative was significantly more costly (over $11 million), posed a number of risks,
and would not provide sufficient benefits to warrant the substantial additional costs
compared to containment. The revised remedy in the Amended ROD also addresses
soil gas coliection, treatment, and migration control systems and adopts soil gas
performance standards. Gas collection and extraction systems will be instalied to
remove and treat soil vapor from beneath the capped areas in the reservoir area.
Passive gas migration control systemns {e.g. bioventing wells) or active gas extraction
systems {soil vapor extraction systems) will be installed outside of the reservoir and
Area 2. In-business air will be monitored to ensure protectiveness of the gas migration
or gas extraction components. A liquids collection system will be installed to collect
leachate and free liquids from within the reservoir boundary. institutional controls will
be implemented to prevent-exposure 10 waste and to protect the integrity of the '
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components.

As a final remedy, the revised remedy also includes long-term O&M of all environmental
control systems associated with the site to ensure that all systems are functioning
effectively and to control access to the site. Long-term monitoring of remedial systems
will be conducted to demonstrate that performance standards and ARARs are

achieved. Based on these monitoring results, EPA may require implementation of
additional remedial systems and corrective actions as required to assure that
performance standards and ARARS are sustained. Long-term O&M .includes wark
needed to provide aesthetic mitigation measures to minimize community impacts and
ensure that site systems are aesthetically compatible with the surrounding land uses to
the maximum extent practicable.

3.

a.

=

Components of the Revised Remedy

' RCRA-equivalent Cap (Reservoir - Area 2): Capping is EPA’s presumptive

remedy for landfills. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance, including

- Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies for

CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA OSWER Directive 9355.3-11, February
1991), and Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA

Directive 9355.0-49FS, September 1993), the remedy uses containment to
address the low-level threat from the site. This remedy incorporates a RCRA-

_equivalent cap to provide containment for the reservoir portion of Area 2. The

cap shall be designed to meet RCRA-equivalent engineering and performance
standards for hazardous waste containment, and include a composite, muitiple-
layered barrier that will incorporate an engineered system including a
geosynthetic layer (e.g., a geosynthetic clay layer {GCL]) and additional earthen
materials designed to prevent direct exposure to buried waste and minimize
surface water infiltration. '

The proposed RCRA-equivalent cap will cover an estimated 306,000 ft? area at
the WDi site. The equivalent cap dessgn will include generically the-following
layers, from top to bottom: .

+

A 2-foot thick vegetative layer (sloped lo drain)

A drainage layer :

A multiple-component composite barrier iayer '

A gas coliection layer

A foundation layer (a minimum of 2 feetl thick above buned waste matenal)

]

Several alternative des:gns tor the RCRA-equivalent cap are shown in Figure 8.

- Exact specifications for the RCRA-equivalent cap will be finalized during the

remedial design process. Design submittals will include (1) evaluations of
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alternative RCRA-equivalent capping designs, and (2) demonstrations that the
proposed capping design will achieve the general performance objectives and
specific performance standards for RCRA hazardous waste landfill covers.

- Monitoring will be conducted to evaluate comphance with cap performance
standards and ARARs.

b. Engineered Capping System: The “engineered capping system” (referred to in

: the Proposed Plan and the Supplemental Feasibility Study as a “monofill cap”), is
a generic term intended to include several different capping configurations. The
engineered capping systems may include an evapotranspirative graded soil
monofill cover (or “monocover” that uses low conductivity soils and vegetation to
control subsurface infiltration), a multi-layered soil cap, asphalt, and/or concrete,
that will be utilized to cap different areas of the site.. Capping systems for areas
outside the reservoir-(in Area 2) will be designed to achieve performance
standards for RCRA solid waste landfills, including a 1-foot thick barrier layer
with a hydraulic conductivity of 10 centimeters per second (cm/sec). Several

- alternative designs for the RCRA-equivalent caps are shown in Figure 8. The
. exact design and specifications for the engineered capping systems will be

finalized during the remedial design process. Design submittals will include (1)
evaluations of alternative capping designs, and (2) demonstrations that the
proposed capping designs will achieve the general performance objectives and
specific performance standards for RCRA solid waste landfill covers.
The engineered capping system wiill contain areas underlain by waste materials
inAreas 1,2,4,5,6,7, and 8. A total of approximately 638,240 square feet ( ft?)
of area wm be covered by these capping systems. The waste materials at the
site are presently covered by approximately one to fifteen feet of fill material.
This fill material is random in nature ranging from fine grain soil to gravel with
construction debris. The fill material may satisfy the performance requirements
tor a soil monofill cap. The engineered capping systems will be designed to
promote drainage and, with suitable vegetation, minimize erosion, accommodate
settling and subsidence, and function with a minimum of maintenance.

_ During design and construction of the engineered capping systems, the existing

fill material will be analyzed at a frequency intended to assure that it complies.
~— with the appropriate engineering properties and designated performance :
requirements for hydraulic conductivity, compaction, density, moisture content,

- and structural loading. Material for the soil monocover will be excavated,
reconditioned, replaced, and compacted. Areas containing unsuitable materials
will be reconditioned. ! waste is encountered, it wili be removed and
reconsolidated under an engineered cap; waste materials will not be
incorporated in any engineered cap. Surfaces will be regraded, where
necessary, to improve drainage. The surfaces will aiso be vegetated with
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c.

d.

drought-resistant native plants to provide protection against erosion. If an
irrigation system is required, the system will be carefully controlled to prevent
over-watering, which could lead to increases in the amount of liquids in contact
~with the waste. -In areas that are currently covered by paving or foundations, the
asphalt and/or concrete will be ‘evaluated for serviceability, and specifications for
rehabilitation and improvement as necessary to meet the performance standards
for engineered capping systems will be finalized during remedial design.
Features of the existing surface cover for the site are shown on Figure 10.

Gas Collection & Extraction (Reservair in Area 2): A soil gas collection and
extraction system will be installed beneath the RCRA-equivalent cap that will
consist of a geocomposite gas collection layer and a network of collector pipes

installed immediately beneath the geomembrane barrier layer. A conceptual

layout for the gas collection system is shown on Figure 11. Initially, this gas

~ collection system will be operated as an active system by using a blower to

create a negative pressure on the system. The extracted gases from the
reservoir area will be treated by an appropriate technology (e.g., Granular
Activated Carbon [GAC]) to achieve ARARSs for emissions. The engineering
details of the system will be determined during remedial design. Monitoring of
COCs in gas emissions during O&M will be conducted to demonstrate that the
gas control system complies with ARARs. '

Following the first year of operation, EPA may determine that the gas volumes
and gas emission rates are low enough so that the blower operation could be
terminated and the system run as a passive gas collection system. The active
extraction system would be shutdown in phases including steps for intermittent
(i.e., pulsing) operations, before transition to a passive system would be
completed. Implementation of changes to system operations and gas treatment
(i.e., transitioning 1o a passive system, and modification or suspension of gas
treatment) will be required to comply with ARARs and Performance Standards
and be subject to prior EPA review and approval.

. Liquids Collection, Treatment, and Disposal: System components will be

provided for storage. handling, and treatment (as necessary) of wastes

" generated from implementation of the revised remedy. The liquids collection
_ system will include LCPs that consist of recovery wells to be installed within the

reservoir boundary (in Area 2) to monitor for the existence of free-liquids within
the buried waste. The reservorr liquids extracted from the reservoir LCPs, as
well as other wastes generated during the revised remedy, will be characterized,
stored, treated, and disposed of in accordance with chemical-specific ARARs.

Hazardous waste criteria incorporated in the ARARs are applicable to site liquids

for the purposes of determining he..:dling and off-site disposal requirements. - Off-
site disposal will be at facilites approved by EPA. Locations for the LCPs and
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other liquids collection system components will be established during the
remedial design.

Engineering Controls: Engineering controls will be installed in existing buildings
to minimize the potential for exposure to buried wastes and soil gas. Some of
the existing buildings are constructed over the buried waste materials. Where
technically feasible, these buildings will be provided with engineering controls to
prevent the potential build-up of soil gases in their interiors. The engineering
controls may consist of sealing penetrations in the floor slabs, installation of
passive or active gas venting systems below floor slabs, installation of positive
pressure heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) improvements, or

- some combination of these controls to be determined during remedial design.

In-business air will continue to be monitored to assure that the soil gas migration

~ control or gas extraction systems (see discussion below in paragraph 3. {. of this

section) remain protective of human health and are functioning effectively.

The northwestern portion of the reservoir area is covered with an asphalt parking
lot (approximately 3 acres) that is currently used for recreational vehicle storage.
EPA expects that this vehicle storage facility will require relocation to aliow for
construction of the RCRA-equivalent cap and engineered capping systems in
Area 2.

Where it is not technicaily feasible to retrofit the existing structures to install
engmeenng controls, the existing structures shall be demolished and removed,
and an engineered cap constructed over the buried waste. The decision
concerning whether to provide engineering controls or remove particular existing
buildings will be finalized duning remedial design. Criteria to be considered in
determining which structures may need to be demolished include:

. Structures that are located over waste or contaminated soil;

. Structures that are susceptible to the build-up of soil gas emissions;

«  Structures with concrete toundation slabs that are severely cracked or
-damaged; ‘

. Structures with designs that preciude retrofitting to install engineering

- controls; -

. Structures with internai eqmpment that precludes installation of
engineernng controls,

. Structures that would preciude or mtedere with construction and O&M of

the remedy; :

Ahy permanent of temporany reiocations of businesses at the site necessary 107
implementation of the remedy as r_sised in this Amended ROD shall be
undertaken in a manner consisient with policies of the Uniform Relocation
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f.

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 4600 et
seq) and its implementing regulations (49 CFR §§ 24 ef seq). Any persons
displaced as a direct result of the remedy as revised in this Amended ROD sha||
be treated fairly, consistently and equitably. - .

Access to the WDI site will be controlled through the use of appropriate physicél
barriers, such as fences and walls, that will be designed to be aesthetically
compatible with existing and anticipated future iand uses.

Mitigation of site impacts will include construction of a barrier (landscaping in
combination with other appropriate structures) that biocks a direct-line-of-sight
between the site and the adjacent high school, playing fields, and parking lot. in

~ addition, the barrier will prevent drainage from flowing onto the high school

property, and will reduce transmission of noise and limit visual access to the
school playing fields and parking lot for enhanced school facility security.

Gas Migration Control or Additional Gas Extraction Systems (Qutside of the
Reservoir in Area 2): In addition to the gas collection and extraction systems
that will be installed under the cap for the reservoir, passive gas migration control
or active gas extraction systems will be installed around the perimeter of the
engineered capping systems outside of the reservoir. These systems will reduce
generation of methane, enhance biodegradation of hydrocarbons, and prevent
migration of gases beyond buried waste perimeters and site boundaries. These
controls will include passive bioventing welis, soil vapor extraction systems, or
other appropriate technology as necessary to comply with performance
standards and ARARs for soil gas emissions. A conceptual layout of bioventing
well locations is shown on Figure11. Monitoring for COCs in soil gas during
O&M will be conducted to assure that gas extraction or gas migration control
systems comply with performance standards (see discussion below in this
Section) and ARARs. The revised remedy incorporates in-business air quality
monitoring. The layout of vapor monitoring well locations will be developed
during remedial design. Location of monitoring points, frequency of sampling,
methods of analyses, and procedures for data evaluation and reporting will also

. be determined during remedial design.

—Institutional Controls: Institutional controls will be implemented in order to

g.
ensure the long-term integrity of the remedy and to prevent exposure to waste
, remammg at the site.
The objectives of institutional controls for the WDI site are
. To provide notification to al potential site users of the presence of
hazardous matenals and on-site contamination;
AROC_061402wpd.wpd , : Page !l - 52
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. To provide notification to potential site users concerning the presence and
location of all remedial systems;

. To expressly prohibit residential land use on any part of the site and limit
future uses to certain industrial activities;

. To minimize the potential for exposure of future site users 1o site related
‘ hazardous materials (xnc!udlng waste materials, groundwater, and/or soil
gas emlsswns)

. To protect the integrity of the remedy from any activity that inay interfere
with the effective O&M of remedial control and monitoring systems;

. To provide access to the site for appropriate regulatory agencies and
* responsible parties engaged in approved remedial actions and monitoring
activities.

To implement these objectives, EPA anticipates that restrictive covenants will be
executed and recorded on all of the properties at the WDI site, as well as any
other properties which EPA determines may require institutional controls to
achieve the objectives listed above. The restrictive covenants shall run with the
land and be enforceable under California law (including California Civil Code
Section 1471) against all future property owners and tenants. EPA shall oversee
compliance with the use restrictions. The restrictive covenants shall provide for
access by EPA and the State, as well as by PRPs conducting the remedial
action, and their contractors, for the following purposes:

Monitoring the remedial action, and monitoring and O&M,;

* Verifying any data or information submitted to EPA or the State;
Conducting investigations relating to contamination at or near the site;
Obtaining samples;

Assessing the need for, planning, or implementing additional response

_a»nons at or near the site,;

6. Assessing implementation of quality assurance and quality control

practices as defined in the approved Quality Assurance Project Plans;

7. Implementing the remedial action, monitoring, and O&M,;

8. Assessing compliance with the access easements and environmental

restrictions; and '

9. Determining whether the site or other property is being used in a

manner that is prohibited or restricted by the environmental restrictions, cr

that may need to be prohibited or restricted. '

y RO

The land use restrictions in the restrictive covenants shall include compliance by
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all users of the properties with the following restrictions:

1. Placement of warning signs or other posted information shall be
allowed and, once posted, no removal or interference with such signs or
information shall be permitted. o
2. Placement of site access controls, such as gates or fencing, shall be
allowed and shall not be damaged or circumvented. '
3. The site or such other property shall not be used in-any manner that
may interfere with or affect the integrity of the remedial cap or other
components of the remedy, as constructed pursuant to this Amended
ROD.
4. Construction not approved by EPA that impacts any of the remedial
capping or other remedy components shall not occur.
5. No interference with or alterations to the grading, vegetation and
surface water and drainage controls shall be made without the prior
written approval of EPA.
6. Portions of the site or such other adjacent property underlain by waste
materials or in soil gas noncompliance areas shall not be regraded without
the prior written approval of EPA.
7. Areas of asphalt or concrete pavement shall not be removed or
improved without the prior written approval of EPA. ‘
8. No penetrations or interferences (including, but not limited to, utility
‘trench excavations, excavations for fence posts, excavations for planting
trees or large bushes, foundation excavations, and foundation piles) within
the remedial cap or any other-areas with remedial controls shali occur
“without the prior written approval of EPA.
9. Deep-rooting plants {plants whose root systems will penetrate more
- than two feet below ground surface) shall not be planted without the prior
written approval of EPA.
10. Approval from EPA must be obtained for settings of irrigation controls. -
Such settings shall not be changed without the prlor written approva! of
EPA
Draanage channels and ‘pipes shall not be blocked, rerouted or
otherwnse interfered with without the prior written approval of the EPA.
~ 12. No new openings shall be made in building floor slabs in buildings
located over waste materials or over soil gas noncompliance areas
without the prior written approval of EPA.
13. The integrity of existing and future foundations shall be maintained in
areas underlain by waste materials or in soil gas noncompliance areas.
All cracks or damage in such foundations shall be reported to EPA and
DTSC. . :
14. Indoor gas controls sha. not be circumvented.
15. Indoor gas sensors or alarms shall not be turned off or interfered with.
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16. Soil gas control systems shall not be turned off or interfered with.
17. Monitoring points, including but not limited to groundwater monitoring
wells, soil gas probes, reservoir (in Area 2) leachate collection wells, soil
gas vents, and survey monuments, shall not be blocked or otherwise -
obstructed.
18. Monitoring wells shall not be opened; nothing shall be placed into the
monitoring wells except by authonzed personnel permitted to monitor the
wells.
19. Liquids recovery systems, liquids treatment systems and treated
liquids storage facilities shall not be turned off or interfered with.

~ 20. Groundwater supply or monitoring wells shall not be constructed
without the prior written approval of EPA, and there shall be no extraction
of or injection into groundwater on the site.
21. Owners of the site or any portion thereof shall disclose all mstatutlonal
controls to all tenants on the property.
22. Owners of the site or any portion thereof shall mform EPA of the
identities of all tenants on the property.
23. During construction, excavation, or grading of any type, measures
shall be taken to ensure that there is no offsite migration of dust, odors or
organic vapors. During such activities, appropriate measures shall be
taken to protect the health and welfare of on-site personnel-and workers
and to'prevent offsite impacts. '
24." Prior written approval must be obtained from EPA for all building or
site modifications.
25. Waste materials shall not be excavated without the prior written
‘approval of and.supervision by EPA.
26. No new construction shall occur on the site wnthout the pnor written
approval of EPA.

- (a) New construction shall be supported by subsurface
explorations and analytical laboratory data to characterize the
construction area for the possible existence of waste materials.
(b) It contaminants are discovered in the construction area, they
shall be remediated or buildings and structures must be’ '
appropriately designed to protect occupants.

(c) Appropriate worker and public health and safety precautlons
“including but not limited to dust control, safety plans, and other
forms of worker protection, must be taken prior to approval of
construction.’
27. Boreholes, foundation psles or other subsurface penetratzons into the
reservoir {in Area 2) or any other area of the site which could create’
conduits allowing wastes 1o migrate to groundwater shall not be made
without the prior written app.oval of EPA. .
28 Construction workers shall be provided with appropﬂaie personal -
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protective equipment while they are working at the site.

- 29. Pesticides or herbicides shall not be applied to the capped areas of
the site or to areas surrounding monitoring points without the prior written
approval of EPA.

30. Use of any septic tanks on the property shall be dlscontmued and
such tanks shall be decommissioned in accordance with local regulations.
31. The site or such other property shall not be used or redeveloped for

- residential use; use as a hospital, school for people aged 21 and under, or

day care center; or other uses by sensitive receptors.

In addition, EPA will work with the City of Santa Fe Springs to ensure that the
City's master plan for redevelopment of the site is consistent with the institutional
control objectives described in this Amended ROD. EPA may also work with the

- City of Santa Fe Springs to develop ordinances to prohibit residential use; use as
a hospital, school for people aged 21 and under, or day care center; or other
uses by sensitive receptors, and to limit actlvmes on the site that have not been
approved by EPA.

h. Lonq-term Groundwater Monitoring: Long-term groundwater monitoring will be
conducted to ensure that the site does not contribute to-exceedances of
groundwater standards. The primary goal of groundwater monitoring will be to
detect, as early as possibie, releases or migration of contaminants from WDI
sources{e.g., buried reservoir in Area 2, buried waste areas, and soil gas to
groundwater). The monitoring program will meet the requirements of a detection
monitoring program as specified in State of California regulations for interim
status hazardous waste management units or facilities. A groundwater
"monitoring plan shall be developed that outiines a list of parameters to be
sampled and analyzed for, methodology, monitoring frequency, and statistical
analyses. Objectives of the long-term groundwater monitoring program inciude: -

. Establish a detection monitoring program to monitor potential release,
teaching, or migration of contaminants from on-site waste sources to
' groundwater;
e Comparison of groundwater monitoring data with groundwater MCLs;
. Collection of groundwater elevation data to monitor and document

conditions of changes in groundwater flow and potential contaminant ‘
migration; and o

, Maintain a historicai record of groundwater quality data to assess the

performance and etfectiver._ss of the soil gas and landfiil cover remed al
actions that will be implemented for site closure. :
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i Long-term O&M: Long-term operations and maintenance (O&M) will be
implemented to monitor remedial systems and to ensure that the remedy is
functioning effectively. Operations and maintenance will be performed to
achieve and sustain ARARs and Performance Standards for all capping
systems, leachate and liquids collection and monitoring systems, gas collection
and soil gas monitoring systems, groundwater monitoring, engineering controis,
irrigation, surface water management and drainage, site access and security,
grading, landscaping, use restrictions, and visual impact mitigation.

4, Cleanup and Performance Standards

a S‘oil Standards

This Amended ROD does not retain the soil cleanup standards adopted in the
1993 ROD. Since the revised remedy relies on in-situ capping of wastes rather
than removal, reconsolidation, treatment, or off-site disposal of extensive
quantities of buried wastes, EPA determined that soil cleanup standards wouid
not be applicable for implementation of the revised remedy.

b. Soil Gas Performance Standards

Provisional soil gas performance standards were developed by EPA in1899.

This Amended ROD adopts those provisional standards as the performance-
standards for soil gas by using the Region 9 EPA preliminary remediation goals
-(PRGs) for ambient air (EPA, 2000) and appiying an attenuation factor of 100 to
account for the dilution of a soil.gas contaminant to in-business air. This factoris
based on modeling that was performed in EPA’s 1989 Final Endangerment
Assessment. This value has been compared against fiterature values: Little et
al. (1992) suggests a range of attenuation (0.4 to 0.0004) that could be used for
a building at 100 meters distance from a landfill source. As is apparent from this
survey, the value assumed for purposes of establishing soil gas performance
standards for this Amend ROD falls on the conservative end of this range. Table
10 presents soil gas performance standards for COCs at the WD site.

_The foliowing criteria were used 1o develop these standards:

. It a chemicalis a known carcinogen. the PRG at the 1x10°® risk level was
multiplied by an attenuaton factor of 100;

. 1f achemical 15 a probacie carcinogen, the PRG at the 1x10° risk level
was multiphed by an attenul..on factor of 100;
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TABLE 10

SOIL GAS PERFORMANCE STANDARDS(1)

! WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE
2000EPA | TOXICOLOGICAL PERFORMANCE RATIONALE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT
CHEMICAL OF CONCERN AMBIENT AIFA)F’RG BASIS FOR + STANDARD OF THE SOIL GAS PERFORMANGE STANDARD
{ppbv) AMBIENT AIR PAG (ppby)
1,2-Dichloroathane 0.02 probable carcinogen " 20 1 (PRG at 1E-5 cancer risk level) x (attenuation factor) @ =02 ppbv x 10(
1.1-Dichioroethene 0.0 possible carcinogen 100 (PRG at 1E-4 cancer risk level) x (attenuation factor) = 1 ppbv x 100
1.2 4 Trimettylbenzene 1 noncarcinogenic 20 (PRG at HQ of 0.2) x (attenuation factor)
1.2-Dichlotoethene (cis) 9 noncarcinagenic 180 (PAG at HQ of 0.2) x (attenuation lactor)
1.2-Dichioroethene (irans) 20 noncarcinogenic 400 (PAG at HQ of 0.2) x (attenuation factor) -
12 Dichioropropane - 0.02 probable carcinogen 20 (PRG at 1E-5 cancer risk level) x (attenuation factor) = 0.2 ppbv x 100
- 1.3.5-Trimethylbenzene 1 noncarcinogenic 20 (PRG at HQ of 0.2) x (attenuation factor)
1,2-Dibromoethane 0.001 probable carcinogen 1 PRG at 1E-5 cancer risk lavel) x (attenuation factor) = 0.01 ppbv x 100
1,1,1-Tnchioroethane 180 noncarcinogenic 3.600 (PRG at HQ of 0.2) x (attenuation factor)
Carbon Tetrachionds 0.024 probable carcinogen 21 (PRG at 1E-5 cancer risk level) x (attenuation factor) = 0.21 ppbv x 100
Benzene 0.1 known carcinogen 10 (PRG at 1E-6 cancer risk tevel) x (attenuation factor) = 0.1 ppbv x 100
Chioroform 0.02 probable carcinogen 20 {PRG at 1E-5 cancer risk level) x {attenuation factor) = 0.2 ppbv x 100
Ethylbenzene 250 noncarcinogenic 5,000 (PRG at HQ of 0.2) x {attenuation factor)
1.25% (near 1.25% Near Buildings - 256% of Lower Explosive Limit - City of Santa Fe
buildings) Springs Ordinance; 27 CCR §20937
Methane 5.0% (site 5% Site Perimeter - 27 CCR §20937
perimeter)
Xylenes T 200 noncarcinogenic 4,000 (PRG at HQ of 0.2) x (attenuation factor)
Tetrachioroethene 0.5 ' probable carcinogen 500 (PRG at 1E-5 cancer risk level) x (altenuation factor) = 5 ppbv x 100
Toluene 100 noncarcinogenic 2,000 (PRG at HQ of 0.2) x (attenuation factor)
Trichloroethene 0.2 probable carcinogen 200 (PRG at 1E-5 cancer risk level) x (attenuation factor) = 2 ppbv x 100
Viny! chioride 0.1 known carcinogen 10 (PRG at 1E-8 cancer risk level) x (attenuation factor) = 0.1 ppbv x 100

(1] The pravisional 501l gas standards incorporated in the May 2001 bupplememal Feasibility Study have been moditied and adoplad for this Amended ROD.

{2)  ppbv = pans per billion by volume

(3) Attenuation factor = 100

{81 Revised lor the Amended AOD ~ Same as the 1998 EPA Ambient Alr PRGs used in the May 2001 Supplemenlal Feasiblmy Study, except for Vinyt Chloride.  (5) Revised trom the 1998 EPA Ambient Alr PRG of 0.01 ppbv.
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. Ifthe chemical isa possible carcinogen, the 'PR_G at the 1x10™ risk level
- was multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100;

. If the chemical is a noncarcinogen, the PRG at a hazard quotient of 0.2
was multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100. A hazard quotient of 0.2 is
used to take into account exposures to up to five chemicals that are co-
located on the site; a hazard quotient of 0.2 is often used by Cal EPA in
setting other health- nsk based standards such as MCLs for drmknng water.

These soil gas performance standards will be applied outdoors in areas near
selected buildings and along the perimeter of the site. As part of the revised
remedy, gas migration or soil gas extraction including systems for collection,
extraction, and treatment of gases (from the reservoir in Area 2 as well as areas
outside of the reservoir perimeter) will be implemented and monitored as
necessary to attain and sustain these performance standards at near-bunldmg
locations and at the perimeter of the site. Location of monitoring wells for. -
determination of compliance with these soil gas performance standards will be
determined during remedial design.

¢. . Groundwater Monitoring

The remedy incorporates groundwater monitoring for analyses of the COCs
listed in Table 2. Groundwater monitoring will be conducted as part of the
-revised remedy in order to detect changes in the current groundwater conditions
at the site and determine if the sxte is causing exceedances in groundwater
MCLs. :

The groundwater monitoring program will include the following elements:

Background wells to monitor and document the quality of groundwater that has
not been affected by an on-site release;

" ~ Point of Compliance (POC) Wells (downgradient edge of buried wastes, and
screened within the uppermost aquifer) to be monitored for detection of potential
releases and unpacts to groundwater from sute related waste sources;

- Near- Source Detection Wells to detect potential site- related releases before
impacts are measured at the POC;

Verification WeHs or Guard Wells for monitoring downgradient property line wells
to ensure that site contaminants (i. presentin groundwater) do not migrate off-
site and potentially impact private or municipal waier supply wells.
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The groundwater monitoring well network will be determihed during remedial
design.

The groundwater monitoring program will require evaluation and reporting of all
sampling data for EPA review. In the event that changed groundwater conditions
are detected as a resuit of releases for the site, EPA may require additional
groundwater sampling and the installation of additional monitoring wells.

5.  Summary of Estimated Remedy Costs

As reported in the May 2001 Supplemental Feasibility Study, the capital and O&M costs
for Alternative' 2 were estimated at approximately $7,542,332. A present worth analysis
was performed for each remedial alternative. A discount factor was applied to itemize
expenditures for each of the alternatives that occur beyond the base year over the
period of analysis. All costs for the alternatives during the period of analysis are related
to a common base year. This allows the cost of the final remedial action to be
compared on the basis of a single figure representing the amount of money that, if -
invested in the base year and disbursed as needed, would be sufficient to cover au
costs associated with the remedial action and O&M over its planned life.

In conducting the present worth analysis for future costs, assumptions were made
regarding the selection of the discount rate and the period of performance. For the
WD site, the discount rate of 3.5 percent was selected based on the difference
between the Consumer Price Index (CPl) and the current 30-year long-term bond rate
at the time the analysis was conducted. A period of performance of 30 years'was
adopted in the analysis, based on the minimum 30-year post-closure care requirement
for landfill containment systems. It is anticipated, however, that long-term operations
and maintenance, environmental momtormg and penodlc costs may extend beyond the
minimum 30-year period. : {

The final cost of the remedy is highly sensitive to the selection of the discount factor
'due to significant O&M and periodic costs that will be incurred over the period of
analysis. In general, a discount rate of 7.0 percent is used to estimate the present
value.of future costs for Federal facilities, including those under Superfund authority.-
However, Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A-94 suggests a different .
disceunt factor may be applied for sites or pro;ects that meet certain criteria. The

.- cniteria include the following:

. Future year expenditures will be high;
. Costs are sensitive to the discount rate; and
. Cost will continue beyond 30 years.

The net present value of the annual and periodic costs is substantial and is estimated to
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be approxnmately 50 percent of the total present.value of the revised remedy. Thus, the
future year expenditures will be high relative to capital costs. Moreover, due to the
relatively high level of future year costs, the total net present value of the remedy is
sensitive to the discount rate. Finally, it is anticipated that future costs will continue to
accrue beyond a 30-year period. Although a planning period of 30 years was applied in
the remedy comparative analysis, O&M, environmental monitoring, institutional controis,
~and other periodic costs are expected to continue to accrue beyond this period. The

WD site, therefore, meets all three of the criteria described in the OMB Circular No. A-
94.

Since completion of the Supplemental Feasibility Study and issuance of the Proposed
Plan, EPA has made revisions to the estimated cost for implementation of the revised
remedy. These revisions are considered necessary based on further predesign
evaluation of Alternative 2 and minor revisions of scope to include mitigation for visual
and noise impacts to the community. The cost estimate for the revised remedy has
been revised from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000. The revised cost estimate, based on
information provided by the WD!G (January 2002}, as approved by EPA, is summanzed
in Table 11.

6. Changes in Expected Qutcomes

implementation of the revised remedy will result in the foliowmg changes in expected
outcomes: -

. Contaminated soil will be contained ‘on the site utilizing engineered capping
systems. Activities for reconsolidation of wastes to any significant degree, and
removal of wastes and disposal at off-site facilities are not included in the revised
remedy under this Amended ROD. Soil cleanup standards adopted in the 1933
ROD have not been retained for this Amended ROD;

. Soil gas performance standards have been adopted by this Amended ROD;
remedy components will be constructed, operated and maintained to achieve
and sustain performance standards to minimize gas migration from buried waste
on the site,;

¢ _The revised remedy adds a liquids collection component for the collection of
leachate (from the reservoir in Area 2) and other site-related liquids for handling
at oftsite treatment and disposal facilities;

. This Amended ROD incorporates long-term groundwater monitoring that will

- detect changes in groundwater quality at the site and ensure that groundwater
MCLs are not being exceeded due .o WD| waste sources.
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TABLE N

COST ESTIMATE FOR REVISED REMEDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Capitat Costs
Description | Quantity  [Unit Unit Cost ]Tatal Cost
Managemant Plans
Schedule 1ILS 6820 6,820
Heatth and Safety Plan LS 6956 6.956
Sampling and Analysis Plan HES 9722 9.722
Permits - 1iLS. 50416 50.416
INPDES Permits 1{LS 7485) ~ 7,485
NPDES Permits - O&M: 1iLS 5141 5,141
QA/QC Plan 1jLs 9094 9,094
T ralfic Control Plan 1{LS 2162} . 2.162
O&M Plan LS 15754 15,754
Procurement 1{LS 16168 16,168
Construction
HO Support 11]MTH 12490 137.3%
Site Admin 6{MTH 52040] 312,240
Site MotyDemob 1{LS 27020 27.020
Clear and Grub 19jAcre 1133f . 21,527
Closs Wells 2960]LF 38] 113072
Remove Concrete Siaos 32398{SF 1.43] 46,329
Break/Retocate Concrete and Bncks 212|CY 192.21 40,749
Break Asphait 130956{LF 0.24 31,429
{nstalVRemaove Sit Fence 4300|LF 8.49 36,493
instail/Remove Hay Baise 1000]LF 12.62) 12,620
COverexcavate Fil Areas 54797{CY 3.85] 249,156
Leachate Coliection Points 4{EA 1805.25 7,221
Biovent Weils 25(EA 1761.12 44,028
Install Building Contro! System 11EA 28821 28,821
Repave Conc Building Controt Svstem Trench 1500{SF 8.80 13,200
Relocate Buskaing Occupants : 1{EA 11000 11,000
Stormwater Pavernent Demo/Resioraton S50}SF 20.10] 1,005 ,
Anchor Trench Peameter Drac - 1885{LF 50.13 94.4%
Siom Drain 1o Off site 1560(LF 36.00 56,163
Storm Dran Catch Basin inven 2{EA 4581 9,162
Geocomposite Gas Coitectior 300584SF 0.47 141,255
Gas Coliecton System 1920]LF 7.76 14,900
Install 60 mi HOPE 306355{SF 067 -204.396
install Dean Layer Geocomoosits 305355{SF -0.44 135.650
ingtail Asphait Skum Coat 92552|SF 0.78 71,832
instait Extracton System 1{LS 17444 17,444
Stanup System LS 4081 4.081
Sad Cover All Areas 777561CY 11.21 871,679
Imgaton System Norn £ast Comer Orvy 3360}LF 11.09 37,254
Seaeaing of Graced Areas 19 34{Acre 1917 37.068
Treey/Shrubs Nonn E ast Comer 1S 24943 24,943
As -Buits . LS 44117 44,117
Grace RV Paming 10 Sutrouncng Granes 16735|CY 3.30 55,255
_ Demolish Brothers Buwang 57401SF 353 20.268
Detroish C+E Busang 5400|SF 4 4 . 28.221
tnstail 20° Fence 4751LF 29.70 14,108
Tennart Retocator 21EA 50000 100,000
Sublotai 3.245 310
Comingency 15% 486,797
Agency Oversgrt 10% 373211
TOTAL CAP{TAL COSTY 4.110.000
Notes: .
LS = Lumo Sum SF = Squara Feel
MTH = Month C¥ = Cutne Yarn

LF = Uneal Feel

Amanged RGO 0642

EA = Eacn



TABLE 11 (Continued)

COST ESTIMATE FOR REVISED REMEDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Annual Costs of O&M (calculated for a 30-year minimum period)
[Description | Quantity  |Unit- CostiUnit |Ann O&M Present Worth
v - finstitutional Controls Monitoring (Quarterty) 1{Year 16,992 16,992 312518
{Ent, nt Actions (1 peryear} 1{Year - 10.400 10,400 191,277
Agency Oversight (10% of O&M casts) 1l¥ear 18.500 18,500, 340,253
Soil Gas Monitoning (Quartery) 1]Year 73,132 73,132 1,345,047
Groundwater Monitoring {Quanerly) 1{Year - 29.579 29.579 544.018
in-Business Air Monitonng (Sem-annually) 1{Year 6.304 6,304 115,843
{Reservoir Liquid Sump (300 galion per year) 1iYear 3.835 3.835 70.533
Stormwater Monitoring Lsamples per year) 1{Year 2.200 2,200 40.462
Biovent Monitoring . o
First year (25 samples. semv-annually 1]Year 26,450 26,450 25,556
Years 2-30 (25 sampiles per year) 1{Year 11.275{. 11275 203,353
Soil Gas Control System Beneath Res Cap
First year {12 sampies) t{Year 4.620 4,620 4,464
Years 2:30 (4 sampies per year! t|Year 1.540 1,540 27,775
Repiace Stand Pipe once at 10 vears 1{Year 75 : 75 624
Repiace Starxd Pipe once a! 20 vears 1{Year 37t 37 526
Annual Reponts . 1|Year 10.000 10.000 183,920
Cap over Reservoir
Mow grass 1{Year 495 495 9,104
rodent controi 1}Visit 2.000 2.000 36.784
Engineered Cap Area 2 wio Reservorr
{Mow grass - 1]Year 512 512 9.417
Engmeered Cab outs:oe Area 2
“JMow grass 1lYear 249 249 4,580
Repilace 20% Engineereg AC Cover every 7 5 yaars
7.5 years 1}year 8.699 8.699 56.522
~ 15 years 1}Year 8699 8.699 43.668
22 5 years t]Year 8.699 8.699] . 33,737
30 years t{Year ) 8.699 8,699 26.065
Replace 20% Engmneersd Concreta (Coverevery 7 4 veary
7.5 years 1{Year 5.027 5.027 32.663
15 years 1]vear 5.027 $.027 25.235
22 5 years t{Year 5.027 $.027 19,496
30 years 1]Year 5.027 5.027 15.063
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH OF ANNUAL O4M 3,720,000
[TOTAL CAPITAL AND PW OF ANNUAL 04N 7,830.000]

Total cos! dmodlovwww PTERA OeLGN

interest rate tor MPY cacLaatons (- ) 4%, Detore W vaher infigiion) was selected based on the
of caicuiator

will D& USE W0 TRtne VY W™ UM Dox! et mates

Notes
-

2

3

4

5 Reterence 1 o WOIG Dea™ Cos ¢ stemaie v = 2007

Amenced RCC 2602

Cift3rance Derwewnr 11 Consurme #oxe =owr (CP1, and the 10-yeai long-term bond rale st ume

There may Do $O™e SERIONE CON S SRWOCHINC wih IgrMOOAry Of permanant telocalion of occcupants
WHOSE (ORI WS wik DS FMOACIE] Dy T "9 el CONSIAUCTON. Dut it CANNOL De quantified at this ime

O3M 15 2xpecect 10 be ONQe "a~ I reas 470 MMOmanon otares Junng annual and S-year reviews
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Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

e The revised remedy presented in this Amended ROD will be generally
compatible with the city’s desire to redevelop the site in the future. To the extent
that redevelopment will not hinder or interfere with site remediation, the design
for the remedy will be prepared so as not to preclude appropriate redevelopment
of the site for certain industrial uses. Implementation will provide for reviews by
the City of Santa Fe Springs during the remedial design process. In addition, to
the maximum extent practicable, remedial design by the WDIG will seek to
accommodate redevelopment grading and layout alternatives thaisre being
evaluated by the City as part of its WDI site redevelopment masig‘iaplanmng

M.  Statutory Determinations

=4 Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The revised remedy selected in this Amended ROD remains proteeciissof human health
and the environment through the use of containment systems to raduce the potential for
exposure to waste, contaminated soil, and soil gas. This remedy-zaduces the risks of
exposure to contaminated soil by using EPA's presumptive remedgior landfills; the
sources of contamination and contaminated soils will be contained’by a RCRA-
equivalent cap and associated engineered capping systems in areas overlying buried
waste. Liquids and gas collection systems will be used to collect..extract, and treat site
liquids and subsurface gases to reduce the levels of exposure._a-addition, institutional

~.controls will be mplemented to protect the integrity of the remeds-<ontrol site use and
access, restrict groundwater use, and prevent exposure to bugiad-sontaminated wastes
and soils. Finally, long-term groundwater monitoring will be ceeducted to ensure the.
protectlveness of the remedy :

There are no short-term threats from the site that cannot be readily mitigated. Further,
no cross media impacts are expected as a result of implementing the remedy.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Anbropﬁate Requirements (ARARS)

The revised remedy will attain and sustain ARARs. ARARSs identified for the revised
remedy and the action to be taken to attain the requirements are listed in Table 12.

.

3. Cost-Effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness is determined by evaluation of three balancing criteria: (1) long-term
effectiveness and permanence; (2) reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through -
treatment; and (3) short-term effectiveness. Overall effectiveness is then compared to
estimated remediation costs to ensure that the revised remedy is cost-effective.

The remedy proposed in this Amended ROD enhances the long-term effectiveness of

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Page l-70




eem=flthough treatment of site wastes was evaluated in the feasibility studies, EPA

Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

the original remedy since it extends the areal limits of the capping systems to contain
additional wastes that have been identified since the signature of the original ROD in
1993. This revised remedy also achieves a high level of short-term effectiveness
because it minimizes any exposure to wastes during implementation of the remediation.
Although this remedy does not employ treatment, mobility of waste.is reduced through
. containment. Because the revised remedy should be highly effective and has a

. reasonable estimated cost of $7,830,000, the revised remedy is cost-effective.

4. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technoloqgies or
Resource Recovery Technoldqies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

cferminact that-the-alternatives=vere not practicable. EPA has determined that the
remedy described in this Amended ROD represents the maximum extent to which
permanent solutions and treatment technologies can be applied in a cost-effectnve
manner for contamment of wastes at the WDI site.

5. Preference for Treatment

Containment is EPA's presumptive remedy for landfills. The removal and treatment of
all or even a substantial portion of the wastes buried at the WDI site is not technically or
economically feasible. In addition, removal and offsite disposal of WDI site wastes and
contaminated soils would incur short-term risks. EPA expects that containment, gas
collection and removal, liquids removal, and long-term monitoring will be protective of
human health and the environment and is implementable. This revised remedy uses
containment, monitoring, and institutional controls rather than treatment to address the
threats posed by contamination. ’

6. Five-Year Review

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above ievels -
that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory review willbe
conducted at least once every five years after initiation of the remedial action to ensure
that the remedy is protectxve of human health and the envuronment

N. Documentatlon of Significant Changes from the Proposed Plan

The revised remedy remains substantially identical to that presented in -the Proposed
Plan. Responding to comments from community mernbers, EPA will include mitigation
for visual and noise impacts to nearby landowners and tenants. Mitigation will include

_construction of a direct-line-of-sight barrier along the northern site boundary to reduce

adverse visual and noise impacts, contro. Jrainage, and control site access. EPA has
revised the cost estimate for the revised remedy from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000.

ARQOD_061402wpd.wpd ‘ Page i - 71
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TABLE 12

». FEDERAL AND STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARARs FOR -

AMENDED ROD

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

REQUIREMENT AND CITATION

scopelt

COMMENT(2)

¥

[ ‘APPLICABLE MEDIA

ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC - WATER QUALITY

I S-S

3

|
homs
e

Clean Water Act, 33 USC
§1251-1187, and 40 CFR pi. 122,
Nationat Potiution Discharge
Etimination System, implemenied
by State Water Resources Control
Board Statewide General Pennits
te Stormwater Discharges, 99-08
{Qenetal Consiruction) and 97-03
{General industrial) -

N )
Establishes th,"‘ Iramework for regulations over the
control of walJ‘!

tesources. Fyquitements lor certain industriat and
construction activities to ensure stormwater
discharges do not contribute to a violation of
surtaca waler quality standards. Includes
measures 10 miimize of eliminate poltutants in
stormwater discharges and monltoring to show

poliution and restoration of water

Certain regulations stemming (rom the Clean
Water Act are Applicable 1o water
discharges and groundwater treatment
remedies. Stormwater requirements are
applicable to construction ol treatment units,
it any.

Lanatill cover drainage
coritrol; surface water
diacharge and run-off;
coristruction,

Site grading, construction of
Impemmeable cover, O8M,
monitoring.

CHEMICAL Specrfic - AIR QUALITY

compliance.

Clean Air Act, 42 USC §7401, .
et seq.; Nationat Primary and
Secondary Ambient Alr Qualty
Standards (NAAQS), 4 SFA
§§50.1-50.11; Ambient Air Quality
Standards, 17 CCR, §§70101,
70200 :

€ stablish Amfiblent Air Quality Standards for L
amtrent air 10 protect public heaith and wellare.
Identdies standards for six pollutants.

Applicabla to emiasions, including
particulate matter, NO, and CO emissions,
from tandfill gas treatment unit depending on
emission rates.

Soll pas and landfill gas.

Landtilt gas emissions
controlAreatment; emissions

controls during cover construction,

Clean Air Act, 42 USC §7401,
el seq.; National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Al
Pollutants (NESHAPS), 40 CFR
Part 61; SCAQMO Regulation X
{adopting tederal standards)

Establishes emission standards for cenain
panicularty hazardous air pofiutants,

Relevant and Appropriate 10 landfil gas

treatment and soil vapor extraction emissions

depending on emission rates.

Soll gas.

Emissions controls on landfifl gas
treatment unit.

Clean Air Act, 42 USC §7401,
at seq.; New Source Performance of air
Standards (NSPSs), 40.CFR
Part 80; SCAQMD Regutation 1X
{adopting lederal standards)

Estabjishes standards for new stationary sources

itsions to ensute that they are designed,

equipped, operated, and maintained ta reduce
emissions (o a minimum. The emission control
technology on which tha NSPSs are based is the
best-demonstrted technology. .

Relevant and Appropriate to solf vapor
extraction units and the landfill gas treatment
units depending on emission rates,

Land!ill and sail gas.

Verlfication that emigsions
quantities do not trigper levels
requiting new source performance
treview. Air emission equipment
will be necessary il excesdances
are predicted.

Alr Resources Act, Cal, HAS Code,
539000, et seq.. Califomia State
imptementation Plan (SI1P)

Ragulates both nonvehicular and vehicular
sources of air poliutants. The SIP describes how
the air quality programs of the atate wilt be
implemented. The South-Coast Alr Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) Is the Alr
Poltution Control District goveming the site. .

Appllcable to landfill gas treatment and sall
vapor extraction air discharges. Remediaf
actions should comply with relevant
substantive requirements of the SIP,

Soll, wastes, soft gas, landfil

gas. ;

Addressed through meeting
substantive requirementa ot
SCAQMD for emissions
discharges trom landfill gas
collection system or SVE unfts.
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ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

TABLE 12
(Continued) .
; Page 2 of 10
REQUIREMENT AND CITATION i i‘ scope(") COMMENT(?) APPLICABLE MEDIA ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
f

i“'

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC - WASTE DELINEATION AND Eﬁ,&NAGEMENT
s

Toxic Substances Control Act,
15 U.5.C. §5§2601-2692;
40 CFRA §§761.50-781.79

Establishas means for storage and disposal of
flated with polychionnated
of concentrations of 50 pans per

material conta
biphenyls (PCB!
mitlion ot greme}

i

" Applicabie 1 zhe starage and disposal of

liquid, wastas and soils comalﬁ}rhn PGB at
concentrations greater than 50 ppm. -

4 u

Liquids, wastes, solls.

Addressed through chemical

characterization of liquids, wastes,

and soils prior ta disposal and
treatment, and through their
disposal and treatment.

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act, Public Law No.
94.580, 90 Stat, 2795, 42 U.S.C.
§8901, et seq.: Hazardous Waste
Controt Act, Div. 20, Ch. 6.5,
§25100, et seq, Criteria for
Idemflying Hazardous Wastes,
22 CCR, §566261.1-86261.128

£ stabhshes critaria-and methoda for charactenzing
hazardous wastas.’

o AWETINN vl e

Applicabla to the characterization of
contaminated aoil3, waastes, and liquids.

Soff, ﬂquids Hqulds ireatment
| raekdye, waste, sol) gag

lroat er" residue,

| Gharacterization of wastes, solls,
" and fiquids.

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC - LANDFILL G

ASES 3

Gas Monttonng and Controt Qunng
Closure, 27 CCH §20921

Requires conlroT; of landfill emissions as follows:

. I,
8. Methanec r entration must not exceed
1.25 perceny by volume In ait in onsite
structures,

b.  Methane concenlratbn must not exceed § -
percent by volume in air at propeny boundary
‘o atemate boundary.

Retevant .and Appropriate as standards for
controt of memane

Through monttaring and
application of landtiil gas control
measures,

LOCATION SPECIFIC - ENDANGERED SPECIES AND MIGRATQRY BIRDS

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 18
U.5.C. §703-712,

Migratory Birds must be protected from poisoning
at hazardous waste sites.

Applicebla to migratory birds. Certain bird
species, including doves, have been
observed at the Sita.

Sof, cdnmm cover,
coniiuction,

Construction of remédy and
remedy must not expase migratory
birds to hazardous materials,

- Species, 50 CFR parts 200 and

Endangered Species Act, 16 USC
§8§1531-1534; Protection of
Endangered and Threatened

402; 40 CFA §8.302(h); Calffornia
Endangered Species Act, Califomia
Fish and Game Code §2050-2098

Imposes limita on agency action that may
jeopardize endangered or threatened species or
adversely modifies their habitat. Requires
consuftation with the Department of Fish and
Wildtite or Calitomia Department of Fishand .
Game if listed species or habitat may be affected.
Requires consideration of mitigation measures.

Applicabla It endangeted of threatened
species of thelr habitat are present at the
Site. At this time, it appears that no
endangered or threatened specles or their
habitat are present. Habfiat is uniikely to be
created during construction of the remedy.

Soll, landtilt cover,

construction, .

Construction; confirm absence of
endangered specles with atate
and federal resource management
agencies; Consultation with
Califomia Resource Management
agency to confinm absence ot
endangered species.

LOCATION SPECIFIC - LAND USE

Archaeological and Historie
Preservation Act, 18 USC §§489,
et seq.; 36 CFR Part 65

alteration of terrain may threaten significant
scientific, prehistoric, historic, or archaeologlcai

data,

Requires action to recaver and preserve antifacta if

Applicable it action ls taken in area which
may cause irreparable harm, loss or
significant destruction of antifacts. These
requiremnents must be considered If artifacts
are discovered or appear fikely to be
discovered during any excavatlor or drilting.

Solls, tandfit cover

if anitacts are discovered during
excavation and drlling,
substantive requirements must be
complied with.

Postclosure Land Use, 27 CCR
§21180

Providea postciosure design and construction
requitements for buildings on she and within 1,000
{eet of waste holding area.

Relavant and Appropriate for
redevelopment and reuse.

Landfiil cover, wastes,
gases.

Through design of cover and
controt systems, future tand use,
and maintenance and
entarcement of institutional and
engineering controls.

J
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TABLE 12 !
(Continued)
: Page 3 of 10
AN
REQUIREMENT AND CITATION scope() COMMENT(?) ,).vvr_0>m_rm MEDIA ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO,

ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

ACTION SPECIFIC - WASTE MANAGEMENT

by .

Use and Management of
Containars, 22 CCR 88264.170-
66264.178

Establishes 8@&3333 for handiing hazardous
waste no:‘n_:oﬁ stored or translerred by owners
Ot operators Qmﬁ?&os waaste facility.
R i3
Hi

ru.o_css_“ﬂam Appropriate (b olds and
liquids collected and containad‘Untsite prior
to ofisite transport and disposai. .~ *

¥

Soll, wastes, liquids, sofl gas

L treatment residue,

Through design, construction and
operation of landtiil containment
system and management of
liquids and other wastes on site.

Standards Applicable 10
Generatory of Hazardous Waste,
22 CCR, §§66262 10-68262 89

.:..,vmwvo:-v.a ond Fixed Treatmen
Unnt 22 CCRA §574%0 3

Establishes requirements for generalors of
hazardous wasja, ncluding requirements lor waste
deterrmunation, ackaging, labeling, accumutation,
and documentgion

Inchudes substéntive requirements for
management o including discharge of effluent or
emissions trangponabie and fixed treaiment SVE
unity I8

Applicable 10 genetation of hazardous
waste, including soils excavation and liquids
extraction, and 1o landtill operations and
maintenance.

nd documaniation of att
nazardous wastes and materials
contalning hazardous wastes
collected, treated, and disposed of
as pan of the landfill closure
action,

“&asuuon through management

‘Applicable to landfill gas treatment unit and
portable sailvapor extraction treatment unhs.

3

Addressed through meeting
substantive requitements for alr
emission.

ACTION SPECIFIC - LANDF L C1 O

SURE N

RCAA Closure and Posiclosure tor
Lanann coosures, 22 CCA
§66264 111.66264 120
Corrective Action Waste
Management Unas, 22 CCR
§666264 552, 66264 553

o
€ stadtshes nx_vwc.a requirements (of landfilts,
surtace mpoundments, and waste piles

Relevant and Appropriate 10 the closure of
landfill with wastes left in place.

wustes, llquids,

Through design and construction
of landfilt contalnment system.

E stablishes that consohdation and placement into
a corrective action management unit of
remediation wastes generated as part of a

Relevant and Appropriate tor the
excavation and consolidation of outlying ]
wastes into the central. portion of the site to

Wastus, soils. Container
tequirements relate 1o
exiracted llquids and liquid

Addressed through design and
construction of remedy, including
management and consolidation of

corrective action does not constitite placement or | reduce area affected by wastes. The final and s0ll gas treatment. wastes and soils, and cap
tand disposat of hazardous waste. Prohibits cover and control systems containing resicue, construction. Extracted liquids
creation of an unacceptable risk to humans and consatideled wastes must meet the landfil and liquid and soil gas treatment
the environment resufting from exposure. closure ARARS, ! residue must meet container
Establishes closure and other requirements, requirements,
Establishes requirements for temporary tank and
container storage. .
Solid Waste Management Act of Requites monftaring and gas control when landfitl Relevant and Appropriate to monitoring and | Solt pas. Through site-wide monitoring
1972, 27 CCR, §20919, Ga decomposition gases may present a hazard or applicable control measuyres for methane and . program and Implementation ot
Control : nuisance. ) hazardous gas generated at the site. A any necessary gas control
s . measures.
Gas Monitoring and Controt during Requires controf of trace gases lo prevent adverse | Retevant and Appropriate to hazardous Soll Gas. Through continuation of site-wide

Closure and Postclosure,
27 CCR, §20921,

acute and chronic exposure to toxic and/or
oua.:o,ooa.n compounds,

Requires closure and postclosure activities to
continue for 30 years or until authorized to
disconiinve, ,

Requires modification of systems 1o reflect
changing fand uses. Postciosure land use must

not intertere with gas monitoring and control
system function.

disposal sies that did not commence
complete closure by August 18, 1989,

monitoring program and
Implementation of necessary gas
control measures, :
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AEQUIREMENT AND CITATION

o

'
‘ scopel!)

commeNnT2)

APFLICABLE MEDIA

ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

Monitoring during Closure and
Postclosure, 27 CCR §20923

Requites landlill gas monhoring system to eénsure
requirements of dection 20921 ate met. Requires
monitoring systein to be designed to dotect gas
migrating beyond tandtill property boundary and
into onsite structyres, and ta account for

-+ Local soil and rock conditions

« Hydrogeotogical conditions.

+ Locanons of buildings. structures, and waste’
area

o Adyacent land use and inhadasble structures
witun { 000 tewt of hpOAB! Afe propey
dovndary -

. Man made pathweys

) mv\,u 808 and gAY generation potential of
Ql“.

Rejsvant and Appropriate to the design and
maintenance of the fandfill gas monftoring

_system

Soll gas.

Through application of these
requirernants into the monitoring
program.

Porvneter MONROING vy
Chvare v PORCourse
2P CCn 20978

Reqmret MNITA Qas mm netwark sround |

wa 310 BEDOAR NerTnetet BNd PO A 3ne
DGy UNleAs Coftam CONdMtomM Are met
Specdeq Ioc SHON, Ipacng. depth, and
construchon of s0d gas MonAonNg welts, mcluding

Locstion around penmeter
Spacmg not 1o exceed 1,000 N
Piobe-al S0 10N

Probe at mid-depth of waste
Probe at waste depin
Construction as specified.

e ®o v ¢ o

Retevant and Appropriste 1o montorning of
204 QAas

Soli gas.

Through design and
implementation of soil gas
monitoring system,

and Postcloaure,
27 CCR 52093'

Structure Monttoring during Closure .

Requlms monftoring inside buildings and of onsite
structutes such as vauls where gases can build
up, both adwcem 10 and on 1op of waste deposh
areas. 1

Aequires that structures on op of waste be
monitored continualy.

Relevant and Appropriate to monitoring of
soil gas adjacent to and within bulldings.

Soll gas; indoor alt.

Through design and
implementation of indoor and
neat-building soll gas monHoring.

Monlioring Parametars during
Closure and Postclosure,
27 CCR §20932

Aequites sampling of monhoring probes and
onsite structures for methane and (o¢ trace gases
that may poss acute or chronic exposure risk due
10 toxic or carcinogenic compounds.

Relavant and Appropriate to identification
of s0ll gas and indoor air monitoring
parameters, and to the sampling of soil gas
and indoor air.

Solt gas; indoor alr,

Through design and
implementation of indoor and
near-building soil gas monftoring.

Monltoring Frequency duting
Closure and Postclosure,

Requires monnonng quanoﬂy. or more ltequently
if gas migration is occurririg or other factors are
met. .

1 Relevant and Appropriata to the monitaring

frequency for In-building air and soil gas.

Soll gas; Indoor alr.

Theaugh design and
implementation of indoor and
near-building soil gas monitoring.

27 CCR §20933
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H
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ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

Lanatit Gas Controt,
27 CCR §20937

When gas monl?bnno resuits show methane Is
exceeding the levels estabfished in Section 20921
(1.25 percent volume alr within onsite structures ot
5 percent volumé air at {aciiny or aitemate
boundary), requires taking of all steps necessary lo
protect public héatth, safety, and the environment.
Also réquires thi design and construction ot a gas

control system to: -
i

a Prevent methane accumutation in onsite
structuces.

b.  Reduce methane at property boundafy o
below compliance levels.

c. Reduce trace gases.
d Collect and treat landfill gas condensate

Requires a system lor monhoring and ad;us!menl
to assure optimum operating efficiency.

Retovant and Appropriate to design and
operation of landtill gas control system.}

Soll gas, Indoor al.

Through design, canstruction, and
operation of gas control system
addressing these requirements,

Dust Control tor Landnilt and
Disposal Sites, 27 CCR §20800

Requires 1he operator o take adequate measures

to minmmize the creation of dust.

Relevant and Appropriate for the
construction and maintenance of the landfilf
cover.

Solt, wastes,

Addressed through dust controt
measures during construction and
maintenance of cover,

Drainage and Erosion Controf,

27 CCR §21150

Requires drainage and erosion control systema 10
prevert public contact with waste and to ensure
integrity of fand use and monttoring and control
systerns. i

Appiicable for landfill postclosure design
and maintenance.

Soll, surface water, liquids
control, cover,

Addressed through design and
postclosure maintenance of cover
and drainage systems,

Grading of Fitl Surface at Landfitt
and Disposal Sites,
27 CCA §20650

Requires grading of disposat area covered
surtaces to promote lateral run-off of preciphation
and 10 prevent ponding. Requires grades ta be
established with sutficient slope-to account for
future setilement,

‘Relevant and Appropriate to (andtill cover

rmaintenance.

Sofl, suriace water, liquids
control

Addressed through design and
postclosure maintenance of cover
and drainage systems,

Security at Closed Sites,
27 CCR §21135

Requires site security, including signs and
resiriction of access to closed landfifl shes to
protect public health and safety.”

Centain parts of the regulation are potentially
Relevant and Appropriate to operations
and maintenance of closed landfilt,
depending on the postclosure land use,

Soll, waste.

Addressed through
implementation of security
measures during postcloaure
period, depending on postciosure
land use,

Final Cover Standards,
27 CCA §21140

Requires final cover 1o protect human health and
satety by controlling landfitt gas migration and
other factors. Requires final cover to be
compatible with postciosure land use, Cover
must meet requirements of 27 CCR §2109Q
{addressed below); altemative cover must comply
with 40 CFR §258.8(b).

Applicable for design and construction of the
iandfilt cover and the management of landfili

' gas.

Soll, waste, solf gas.

Addressed by incorporation ot
standards.into design of cover and
gas management systemn and
adherence to standards during
construction and maintenance.
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ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

Postclosure Land Use,
27 CCR §21190

Requires postclo,sure tand use to prolect the cover
and gas monhomng systems and.prevent public
contacl with the wastes, gas, and leachate.
Addresses design of postclosure land uses,
including onshe onstruction, and requires all such
construction to inaintain integrity of cover and
control aystemn, _Eatablishe: additional
requirements fot.construction.

Relevant and Appropriate to-postclosure
land use and to design, construction, and
maintenance of cover,

Wastes, Jeachate, tandfil

Through incorporation of these
requirements Into the design,
construction, and maintenance of
the structures proposed as pan of
postclosure land uses.

Final Grade, 27 CCR §21142

Provides vequhemems regarding the linat grades
for covered landiills,

£
#
b

i
it

Applicable to design and maintenance of the
landfil cover.

=
Soll, waste, cover.

Addressed through a design that
incorporates the grading criteria

and construction of the cover to

maeet the design criteria.

Stope Stabitity (Final Site Face)
27 CCR §21145

Requires desiqri of the slope stability of the final
aite face to provide for the integrity of the cover
undet both stalic and dynamic conditions.

Applicable to design, construction, and
maintenance of the final fandfill cover.

Soli, waste, cover.

r

Addressed through design and
construction of cover to meet
criteria.

Landlit Gas Control and Lsachate
Contact Prevention,
27 CCR §21160

Requires implementation and maintenance of
landfill gas control and leachate contact prevennon
system.

Applicable to design, construction, and
maintenance of gas contro! and cover.

Gay, fiquids, cover.

Addressed through design, )
construction, and implementation
of cover and gas control system.

Leachate Coflection and Removal
Systems, 27 CCR §20340

Requires feachate coliection and remaval system;

design must ensure that there i3 no buildup of
hydrautic head on liner, and that the fiuld in the
collection sump be kept at the minimum needed lo
ensure efficient pump opetations.

Relevant and Appropriate to design,
construction, and operation of feachate
removal system and cover,

Liquicy, cover,

Addressed through design,
construction, and implementation
of cover and leachate collection
system.

Precipttation and Drainage
Controls, 23 CCR §2548

Aequires that infiltration controls tor final closure,
including drainage-controls, finat cover, and other
remedial containment structures over wastes
associated with the reservoir area, be designed

‘and constructed to limit, to the greatest extent

possible, poriding, infiration, Inundation, erosion,
slape fallure, washout and overtopping, and
control run-off and run-on under precipitation
conditions associated with the probable maximum
precipitation (PMP). For purposes of this
Amended ROD, the final cap and other remedial
structures necessary for alnment of reservolr
wastes are considered Class { facilities.

Relavant and Appropriate to design,
construction, and maintenance of final landfil!
cap and assoclated structures for
containment of site reservoir wastes, .

Soll, waste, surtace water
qualtity,

Addressed through design and
construction of cover to meet
criteria.

Preciptation and Drainage
Controfs, 27 CCR §20365

Requires that Infiltration controls for final closure,
including drainage controls, fina! cover, and other
remaedial containment structures over wastes
outside of the reservolir area, be designed and
constructed o fimit, to tha greatest extent possible,
ponding, Infitration, inundation, erosion, slope
{ailurs, washout and overtopping, and control run-
off and run-on under precipitation conditions
assoclated with the100-year 24-hour storm event.
For purposes of this Amended ROD, the final cap
and other remedial structures necessary fot
containment wastes outside of the reservolr area
are considered Class It tacilities,

Relevant and Appropriate to design,
construction, and maintenance of the final
landfill cap and associated structures for
contalnment of wastes in areas outside of the
reservoir,

Soll, waste, surface watet
quality.

Addressed through design and
construction of cover 1o meet
criteria.
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ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

General Cintena for Wasta
Management Units and
Containment Structures, .

27 CCR §§20310(4), 20320, 20360

Establishes requirements for conrtainment
structures, incluging materials, testing, and .
hydraufic condugtivity, Requires existirig landfills
{0 be litted with dubsurface barriers, as needed
and feasible. Establishes standards for
construction of any subsurace barrlers, including
grout cunaing and cutoff walls,

Aetevant and Appropriate to leachate, run-
off, and gas conirol measures.

o

Wasiasg, soll, leachatefiquids
and run-off. -

Addressed through construction of
barriers, if needed and {easible.

Vadose 2one Monitoring,
27 CCR §20415(d)

Requires vadosd rone monitoring for waste
constituents for garly detection of releases from a
landfift. .

Relevant and Appropriate to postclosure
rmonitoring of closed landfill.

me-‘s and leachate
(quuidg)._

[

Addressed through
implementation of postclosure
monitoring prograrn for vadose
zone liquids.

fPosictosure Care and Use of
Property, 27 CCR §21180

Establishes requirements for post-closure
maintenance 10 ensure integrty of finat cover and
environmertat control systems. Requires
monitoring and establishes a post-closure care
penod necessary to protect human heatth and the
environment

Applicable to post closure use of the closed
landfill and matntenance of control systems.

Waatés. and soit gas:
LI

Addressed through development
of and adherence 10, a post
closure plan that addresses
compatible post closure uses, and
through operation and
maintenance of cover and control
systems.

Closurs and Postciosure Care,
22 CCR §66264.310

Establishes requirements for design, construction,
and maintenance of cover, maintenance -and
monitoring programs, teachate collection and
temoval, ground water monhtoring, and leak
detection, gas control and treatment.

Relevant and Appropriate 1o design,
construction, and O&M of landfill containment
systems.

Waste, leachate (liqulds),
and soit gas.

Addressed through design,
construction, and O&M of controt
systems.

Seismic Design Standards,
22 CCR §66264.25(b)

Aequites cover and cover dystems and all
containment and control festures remaining atter
closure to withstand the maximum credible
earthquake without decreasing environmerital and
public health protection.

Relevant and Appropriate to design of
cover and cover systema,

Wastes, cover, cover
systams.

Through design, construction, and
maintenance of cover.

Construction Quality Assurance,
22 CCR §66284.19

Eatablishes requirements for a written constnuction
quality assurance program that is developed and
implemented under the direction a CQA officer
who is a Catifomia state registered professionat
Clvit engineer. :

Aelevant and Appropriate to construction of
the remedy for the she.

Cover, cover systems, and
other remediat systems.

Addresaed through design and .
construction of remedial systema,

Allowance for Engineered
Anhernatives to Construction or
Prescriptive Standards,

27 CCR §20080(b)(c)

Allows fexibility to Implement other equally -
protective site-specific aternatives. Altematives
shail demonstrate that: (1) the construction or
prescriptive standard Is not feasible according to
centain criteria, and (2) there |s a specific
engineared afternative that is consistent with
performance goals and affords equivatent
protection against water quality impaimment.

Relevant and Appropriate to design,
construction, and O&M of landfifl containment
systems,

Covet, cover systems, and

other remedial systems,

Addressed through design,
construction, and O&M of control
systems.

Ciasure and Postclosure
Maintenance requirements for
Disposst She and Landfills

27 CCR §21080

Establishes requirements for final cover, eak
detection, cover repalr, hydraulic conductivity,
leachaté and pas control, leachate removal,
ponding prevention, dralnage and run-off control,
caver surveys, grading; establishes postclosure

duties, including monitoring of groundwater and
surface water.’

Applicable to design of landfiil cover and
control systems, and to O&M.

Wastas, liquids, soll gas,
groundwater.

Through design of cover, control,
and O&M addressing these ftems.
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REQUIREMENT AND GITATION . scopel!) COMMENT®) ‘ APPLICABLE MEDIA Ao .88 TAKEN TO
ACTION SPECIFIC - WATER QUALITY o Ny | _
Vinter Qualny Moniorng Establishes reqtilrements, Including point-of- Relevant and Appropriate to the Wastds, groundwater, ' sddressed through postclosure

Requirements for

Permitted Facilnies, 22 CCR,
§666264.95, 66264 97, 66264.98,
66264.99 '

comphance boundary, {or groundwater monitoring
for landfilts, surface impoundments, waste piles,
and land treatment units 1o aftain compliance with
water quality pritection standards.

&

&

groundwater monitoring ettont tor wastes loft
that In place or derived from waste In place.

groundwater monitoring (sampling
and anatysis) program, Including
Identification of points ot
compliance, monitoring period,
monitoring requirements, detection
evaluation, ’

Groundwalat Monitoring, E stablishes genetal requitemnents for water quality | Relevant and Appropriate to postciosure Grotndwater. Addressed through development
27 CCR §§20405, 20415-20430 monitoring system, including background monitofing of groundwater and vadose zone, . and implementation of a
monttoring, lot groundwater, surface water, and ) groundwater and vadose rone
vadose zone. monitoring program.
&
f
i
Poner-Cologne vater Quatty € stablishes that virtually aft groundwater and Applicadle 10 determining beneficial uses for | Grouindwater, Addressed through development’

Controt Act, Cal. Water Code
§§13000, 13140, 13240, State
Water Aesources Controf Board
Resolution No. 88-83, *Sources of
Orinking Watet Policy”; L°9
Angetes RWQCH Resotluion 89-03
{adopting Resolution 88-83 into
Basin Plan) ’

suriace waters are considered sultable, or
potentially sunable, for municipal or domestic
water supply. ' )

waters affected by waste discharges.
Groundwater al the She is considered a

1 soutce of drinking water.

and implementation of a
groundwatar and vadose zone
monitoring program..

Alr Rescurces At

Heatth & Satety Code/ Title 17, Div. 26, Part !, §39000

, el seq./ South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules

Visible Emissions, SCAOMD
Rule 401

Prohibits discharge of alr contaminants based on
“darkness in shada,” measured by the Ringleman
chant, - :

Applicable 1o drilling, excavation, cap,
treatment systems, construction, and exhaust
from construction equipment and asphatt
equipment.

Solls, wastes, cap, and
construction equipment
emissions,

Addressed through employment of
dust control measutes during
drilling, excavation, earth moving,
and placement of final soll cover,
and through contral of construction
equipment exhaust and treatment
systems emisslons,

ACTION SPECIFIC « AIR QUALITY

Nulsance, SCAQMD Rule 402

Prohibits discharge of air contarminants or other
materizls that cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or
annayance, which endanger comfon, repose,
health or safety, or which cause or may cause
injury ot damage to business or property.

Applicable to drilling, excavation, cap,
treatment systems, construction, and exhaust
from construction equipment and asphat
equipment.

;

Solls, wastes, cap, and
construction equipment

emlsslons.

Addressed through employment of
dust control meaasures during
drilling, excavation, earth maving,
-and placement of final soll cover,
and through control of construction
equipment exhaust and treatment
sysiems emissions.
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ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

Fugitive Dust, SCAQMO Rute 403

ities 30 that the concentration of
fughtive dust at the property line will not be visible.
Requires use of best avaitable controt measures to
minimize lugitive dust emissions,

Limhs onsite ncﬁ*«vﬂ

Applicable to drilling, excavation, cap,
canstruction, and exhaust from construction
equipment and asphalt equipment.

Sdils, \'ﬂ{ns!eriA c&p, and
construction equipmient

J}ddlassed through employment of
dust control measures during
excavation, 2arth moving, and
placement of final soil cover.

Particuiate Maner (Concentration),
SCAOMD RAulo 404

Prohibits dischiige of particutate matter exceeding
specified concentrations. Prohibits discharge of
gas above concwn}raﬁon firmits.

Appticable to excavation of soils and
wastes, ddl!i'ng, construction,

Addressed through employment of
dust control measures during

_ excavation, earth moving, and
‘placement of final soil cover and

duting drilling and construction.

g;; Parculais Maner, SCAOMD

Fule 405

Prohibaa discharge of solid paricutate matter
exceeding speciied weighty and rates
' b

L

Applicable to excavation of solls and
wastes, drilling, construction.

It necessary, addressed through
employment of control measures -
during excavation, earth moving,
and placement of fina! soll cover
and during drilling and
construction.

Laqurd ana Graeous A
Cortammanty. SCAOMD fie 407

Leru!‘nvOﬂl'Oﬂ qCAOMO Rule 408

Limas carbon mononde emissons from equipment
10 2 000 parts per cuthon (Pprr) by volume ang
sufiur donde ermssons from equipment 10 500
ppm by vOlume. both aversged over 15 mmutes

| Appficable to operation and maimenance of,
tandfitl gas treatment system.

Soll gas, treatment
equipment,

I

!t necessary, addressed through
calculations of emissions
quantilies and comparison of
quantities with standards, Alr
emissions.equipment will be

_necessaryif exceedances are

predicted.

Restrcts the conceabng of an emissions wmithout
accomplishing a reduction in totat emission of air
comammahon

Applicable 10 operations and maintenance
of landtill gas treatment untt and other
equipment,

Solf gas, equipment,

If necessary, addressed through
use of appropriate equipment that
minimizes air emissions.

Combustion, SCAQMD Fute 409

Umns dtscharqe o! combpustion contaminants
resulting from fue! burning; does not apply to
emissions from internat combustion engines. -

‘Applicable to any fusl buming activities

othet than those from intemal combustion
engines.

Equipment and treatment
systerns,

If necessary, addressed through
use of appropriate equipment that
minimizes air emissions from any
fue!l burning.

Oisposal of Solid and Liquid Waste,

SCAQMD RAute 473

Imposes restrictions on emissions trom the
burning of combustible refuse.

"Applicabie to any burning of combustible

tefuse.

Treatment systems and
equipment,

If necessary, addressed through
use of appropriate equipment that
minimizes air emissions from any
bumning of combustible refuse,

Applicable to use of asphalt in the

Emutsified Asphatt, SCAQMD Prohibits sale or use of emulsified asphatt _ Asphalt cover. I necessary, through placement of
Regulation 1108.1 exceeding specified fimits. construction and maintenance of the cover, cover using materials as specified.
Excavation of Landfilt Shte, Requires planning, including mitigation measures, | Substantive requirements are Relaevant and | Solis, wastes, It nécessary, addressed through

SCAQMD Regutation 1150

1o prevent public nuisance.

Appropriate to.any excavation.

planning for and use of
appropriate control measures and
eguipment that minimizes air
emissions.
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if necessary, through controt of

VOC Emissions from

Decontamination of Soll,

SCAQMD FHute 1166,

iImposes requlr

comaminated wif}
greater, which ari

jents for emissions trom soils
VOCs at levels of 50 ppm or

a being remediated or

encapauiated. I solts are being treated, requires

collection of VOG3
contaminated sall.
VOC-contamina¥

ot equivalent VOC-
measure. Prohibits spreading of
sotl resutting In uncontrolled

evaporation of VOCs to the atmosphere.

Sutstantive requirements are potentialty
Applicable to any excavation of soits and

wastes,

Sollg and wasies,

emissions from excavated solls
and wastes.

Abby wvigting Led In tha Tatie

cen
CENCLA »
C¥Ry

£PA

reCP
NEPSe
CRA

W OCB »
SCAOMD »
usc

rCs

(42 ¢]

[2, 9,04

* s 8 o @

Natonal Contngency Fan

Canforrua Code of Roqum-qm
Comprenensre £ mvonmental Rmppmo Cornpenu'm and Liabitity Act, as amended

Conte of ¥ eders! Reguiahons
_ Urved Staes £ evveorymental Protecton Agency

- New Source Perormanc e Standardy

Nesonrce Comervaton and Recovery Act as smended

Regonat Water Quamy Cortrol Board
Sa  Coast A# Ouaity Management Drstnct

Unaed Suntes Code
Potyetvonnated Biphenyty

Ptenrnary Remedation Goal

pans per mihon

For concertranon henta stated in Chapter 3 0 of the May 2001 Supplemental Feasibility Study.

2)

(83}
Only the substantive, and not the administrative, requirements of the identified laws and reguiations are Applicable or Relevanl and Appropriate.
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Responsiveness Summary

Part lll - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site
Amended Record of Decision

~= Qverview
g#+~ EPA's revised remedy for the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WD{) Superfund site involveé

-~ construction of containment systems designed to minimize the potential for exposure to
~mgee—_cito.-solated certaminants. Because the WDI site contains significant buried waste,

s e e DD WiITREHSEBOliCY forusing containment as the presumptive remedy for landfills.

Accordingly, EPA will require installation of capping systems, environmental control
systems for soil gas and liquids, and monitoring systems to contain waste in place and
ensure long-term protectiveness of human health and the environment.

The remedy involves the construction of a variety of engineered capping systems, gas
collection and control systems, liquids collection systems, and groundwater monitoring -
systems. The capping systems include a RCRA-equivalent layered soil and membrane
cap over the reservoir area in the center of the site, and engineered capping systems (a
‘graded soil cap, graded soil and asphalt cap, and graded soil and concrete cap) over
various portions of the site outside the reservoir area. Engineering controls, such as
sealing concrete floor slabs and installing ventilation systems and vapor barriers to
prevent the intrusion of landfill gas into buildings, will be installed at existing structures.
In addition, demolition and permanent and/or temporary relocation of some existing
structures and facilities may be conducted as necessary for structures where itis not
technically feasible to install engineering controis. The remedy also includes
implementation of institutional controls (legal and admiinistrative restrictions) to control
future land use and protect the integrity.of the remedy. Long term operations,
maintenance and performance monitoring will be conducted to ensure that the remedy
is funct(omng as intended.

A The revised remedy differs from the original remedy that was selected in the 1993
m‘-’(eemfﬁecamﬁ {ROD) in that the revised capping systems cover a significantly- -
greater area than was included in the original remedy. The revised remedy does not
include extensive excavation and reconsolidation of waste and contaminated soil as
was included in the original remedy. The revised remedy also includes long term soil
- gas and in-business air monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy.

Groundwater monitoring - not included in the original 1993 ROD -- has aiso been
added 1o the revised remedy to monitor remedy effectiveness and to detect potential
changes in site hydrologic conditions or i...pacts to groundwater.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd ' Pagelil - 1
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Responsiveness Summary

EPA received comments on the Proposed Plan for the Waste Disposal, InC. remedy at
the public hearing on Thursday, June 14, 2001, at South Whittier Intermediate School.
Appendix 1 contains a copy of the transcript for this public hearing: EPA also received
several comments through written correspondence and e-mail (see Appendix 2). This
sect:on summarizes those comments and presents EPA’s responses.

Summary of Alternatives

EPA evaluated five alternatives in detail for addressing the contamination at the Wasie
Disposal, Inc. site, including a no-action alternative. These alternatives were described

—im:detailin the Supplemental Feasibility Study (SFS) that was completed in May 2001 - -
- and-the Proposed Plan that was presented in June 2001. The alternatives are alss -

described in this Amended Record of Decision. With the exception of the No Furthier
Action alternative, all the alternatives propose building a RCRA-equivalent multi-layar
landfill cap over the central waste reservoir (in Area 2) and placing engineered capping
systems, including graded soil, asphalt, and/or concrete, over the buried waste outside -

" of the reservoir (in Area 2). All of these alternatives also include:

extraction of leachate and free liquids from beneath the cap in the reservoir area;
extraction and treatment of soit vapor from beneath the capping systems; ,
installation of engineering controls to prevent entry of soil vapor into buildings;
groundwater monitoring to detect any contamination from the site;

institutional controls to prevent future land uses or activities that might comoramase
the remedy and to ensure access for ongoing operations and maintenance (O&Mj);.
+ long term O&M. :

The alternatives differ primarily in the amount of waste outside of the central reservoir
(in Area 2) that would be excavated and consolidated within the reservoir before
capping. Alternatives 2 and 3 rely upon containment with no significant excavation or
reconsolidation of waste. Alternatives 4 and 5 include partial and extensive excavation
and reconsolidation of waste, respectively. While Altematives 2 through 5 anticipate
and would allow for future site redevelopment consistent with the remedy and use
restrictions, Alternative 3 explicitly included redevelopment with remediation as a single
combined process that involved removing most or all buildings on the site priorio
capping as an integral part of the City of Santa Fe Springs’ redevelopment of the site.
However, Alternative 3 would involve significant delays in the implementation of the
environmental remedy to allow for the redevelopment planning process.

EPA’s preferred alternative (Alternative 2), includes the broadest application of capping
and the least excavation of wastes of the four active proposals. This alternative -

prevents contaminants from the buried waste from coming into contact with people
through soil, air, or groundwater over the long term. At the same time, it minimizes the

ARQOD_061402wpd.wpd Page il -
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Responsiveness Summary

risk to cleanup workers and nearby occupants from waste disturbed and transported
during cleanup. The revised remedy also anticipates future land uses for the site. The
.City of Santa Fe Springs is interested in the future redevelopment of the site for
industrial.land uses. The revised remedy will be designed so as not to preclude future
redevelapment by others once development plans have been finalized. Although the

selectezkaiternative does not directly include site redevelopment, it is generally
compaiibte with the City of Santa Fe Springs’ goals for future redevelopment whde
accazztmg for the uncertain development timetable.

Supggort Agency Comments

-+ -Nocomerents were received.

His%ory_ of Community involvement at WDI

- #&PA placed the WDI site on the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites in July

=.{PONC) during the design process that began in 1994. The community’s input has

3#987. EPA involved the community throughout its subsequent investigation process,

which culminated in the original Record of Decision in 1993. EPA received additional |
input from community members, including the Protect Our Neighborhood Committee

=+ been useful to EPA in guiding investigation and design processes. EPA has also
—Fe=provided support to PONE through the Technical Outreach Services for Communities

—ase

= {TOSC) program to enhance communications with the community and to provide the

community with additional technical suppon services.

in conjunction with input from the community, EPA and potentially responsible parties
undertook additional investigations at the Site after 1994, which ultimately revealed the
need for this revised remedy. The revised remedy will more effectively address buried
wastes, soil gas, liquids, and groundwater at the Site. The results of the additional
investigations and the aiternatives considered by EPA for the revised remedy are set
out in the Administrative Record for the Site and in the Supplemental Feasibility Study
(SFS) and the Proposed Plan (both of which are included in the Administrative Record).

.. During the entire process, EPA has issued fact sheets to the community and conducted

public meetings with local residents, business owners, and tenants, and the nearby . -
high school staff to both inform the community of new developments and to solicit.

. community input. EPA held a formal public comment period on the Proposed Plan for
the revised remedy on June 1, 2001. EPA received one e-mail and two comment
letters during this comment period. EPA also held a public hearing on June 14, 2001 in
Santa Fe Springs to present the Proposed Plan and to receive comments from the
community and any interested parties.

ARQO_0€1402wpd.wpd : pagelll-3
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Summary of Comments Received and Agency Responses

- Comments from the June 14 public hearing

General comments. Two community members made generally suppoftive commenis
segarding EPA staff.

+EPA Response: EPA thanks the community for their interest and active participation in

Zsthe investigation of the WDI site and looks forward to working with you as we 1mplement

~-~r*ihe cleanup

"ﬁEdltortaFcemments mrthe Proposed Plan fact shent One person commented that

==the fact sheet referred to a “anure 4" which was not in the fact sheet.

.

EPA Response: EPA acknowledges that the reference should have been to “Figure 2"
and apologizes for the oversight. The commentor did not indicate any difficulty in
understanding the Proposed Plan, and EPA believes that the error does not materially
affect understanding of the Proposed Plan.

Duration of Waste Dumping. One participant commented that the Proposed Plan fact
sheet did not mention that dumping on the site continued after the county permit
expired in 1964.

EPA Response: Although the Proposed Plan does not mention it, the Amended Record
of Decision {p. 1I-5) recognizes that “most, but not all, disposal activities appeared to
have ceased” by 1964. This Amended ROD further states that some disposal activities
may have continued until 1966 as the site was being graded.

' Redevelopment. Some participants ekpressed interest in the City of Santa Fe Springs’

redevelopment effort and its relationship to the cleanup.

EPA Response: As previously stated, the City of Santa Fe Springs has expressed an
interest in redeveloping the site for certain industrial use at some point in the future.
Specific plans for redevelopment have not been finalized, however. The City applied
for and received a grant from EPA under the Superfund Redevelopment Initiative (SR1)
to assist in the preparation of redevelopment plans for the WDI site. The grantis being
used to fund a public process to evaluate the future land uses for the site. The City is
currently developing a specific use plan that will serve as a blueprint for future site
redevelopment. The City's redevelopment plan and EPA’s environmental remediation
plan are the results of two separate processes. However, the two planning processes
and refated design activities are interrelated. EPA's remedial response action will be
implemented as soon as possible according to this Amended Record of Decision and

AROD_061402wpd.wpd , ' Pagelii- 4
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supporting decision and design documents. Redevelopment may be undertaken at
some point in the future by other parties following completion of the City's master
redevelopment pian (specific use plan) and the selection of a developer by the City.

EPA's site remediation plan, as presented in the Amended ROD and:subsequent

- decision and desagn documents, will place limits on the siting of newsbuildings and other

uses of the land in order to maintain the integrity of the remedy. Residential
redevelopment will be prohibited under the institutional controls thiatsare included as
part of the revised remedy. The institutional controls will also plagesrestrictions on the
types of construction and operational activities that can be condueted on the site once
the capping work has been completed. The revised remedy-howéizes, will be designed
to accommodate the City’s preferred future industrial lafrd-use- tadbs=mraximur extent
practicable while ensuring protection of human health and the emviconment. The City’s
redevelopment plan will determine the specifics of the ultimate &se. of the WDI site,
including the architecture and aesthetics of the buildings andsgrounds and the flow of
traffic into and out of the site.

Extent and Timing of Building Removal, Cleanup, and Redevelopment. Several
owners of smaller parcels on the edges of the site and business owners who are
tenants at these properties requested clarification on the extent and timing of the
cleanup and possible building removal and on the timing okredevelopment, since it
affects their businesses or their tenants’ businesses. Onedatisiness owner inquired
about compensation for relocation, and one community mesident expressed interest in
the fairness of compensation for businesses. One propecty owner inquired about the
effects of the cleanup on transfer of the property.

EPA Response:

As stated, the selected remedy (Alternative 2) involves implementation of a

_containment remedy intended to prevent exposure to buried waste, contaminated soil,

and soil gas. Recognizing the City's desire to redevelop the site, the containment
facilities, systems, and operations will be designed toaccommodate future

~redevelopment by other parties to the maximum extent practicable while not’

compromising EPA’s mission of protecting human heafitrandthe environment. EPA
seeks to implement the remedy as soon as possible, but recognizes that site
redevelopment my be undertaken at a future date by other parties.

EPA anticipates that the permanent and/or temporary relocation of some existing
structures may be necessary tor implementation of the selected remedial action. This
could include demalition of some existing structures or facilities to allow for installation
of the cap and monitoring systems or for Ltructures where it may be technically
infeasible to install appropriate environmential engmeering control systems.

. ARQD_0€1402wpd.wpd . Pagelli-5
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The revised remedy includes installation of engineering controls in existing structures
that are located over waste or where the potential to exposure is considered to be the
greatest. Engineering controls may include ventilation systems, concrete slabs,
concrete slab crack sealing, vapor barriers, ventilation trenches along foundation slabs,
positive pressureslsating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, and :
environmental memitoring systems. In'some of the existing structures, however, it may
be technically intesible to effectively install engineering controls in a manner that
would ensure gzstactiveness of human health and the environment. For those
structures whesesihe installation of engineering controls is technically infeasible,
demolition ofthestructures will likely be required. Selection of specific structures that
will require-demeiition-willbe-dstermined during the remedial design process.

Criteria for.@,'etermining which structures may require demolition include:

« Structures-that are located over waste or contaminated soil

* Structgres that might be susceptible to build-up of soil gas emissions

« Structmres with concrete foundation slabs that are severely cracked or damaged

« Structures when the design precludes retrofitting to install engineering controls:

« Structures with internal equipment that precludes installation of engineering controls
» Structures that would preclude or interfere with construction or O&M of the remedy.

" In addition, depending on the conditions of specific structures and the nature of the
necessary engineering controls, it may be necessary to allow access for remedial site
workers, temporarily shut down business operations, and/or relocate a business to
another temporary or permanent location. Final determinations on such structures will
be made during the remedial design process. In all situations where a business or
structure will be physically impacted by the remedial action, whether temporary or
permanent, EPA will {ry to minimize disruption to operating businesses and provide
notice as far in advance as possible of any unavoidable effects on business
infrastructure and operations. -

As mentioned previously, EPA's seiected cleanup strategy and the City's
redevelopment program are two separate processes that will be undertaken by different
~eatites=ERNsfirstpriory=s toimplement an effective remedial action for the WD site
that is protective of human health and the environment. The revised remedy, however,
will be designed so as to be compatible with future redeveiopment to the maximum
.extent practicable. Any decisions by the City to demolish or remove buildings at the site
for tuture redevelopment purposes are separate and distinct from the remedial action
and are not included in this Amended Recorded of Deczsnon :

The revised remedy also includes imp!en.:nzation of institutional controls on all
properties at the site. These include access easements and environmental restrictions .

Vi R
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to be recorded for each property, so that they are binding on future owners (see Section
L of the Amended Record of Decision). As described in Section L of this Amended
ROD, certain activities will be prohibited or restricted subject to approval by EPA, in
order to prevent construction or facility operational activities that might interfere with the

" capping or environmental monitoring and control sy&tems. Exceptions may be made to

these restrictions, subject to EPA's prior approval.

Alternative Selection. Several meeting parﬁcipaaﬁfrequested clarification of the
process, timing, and rationale for the final choice=xf cleanup plan.

EPA Response: The Waste Disposal, Inc:AmendettRscord of Becision;.of which this
Responsiveness Summary is a part, memiornalizes+EPA’s final decision on the cleanup
plan for the WDI site. As stated in the ProposestPlan for the site, EPA selected
Alternative 2, which caps the waste at the siteawith minimal excavation and disturbance
of the waste. EPA chose this alternative becatise it isolates the waste over the long-

" term while minimizing exposure to the wast2 during the short-term, while the cap and

other components are under construction.

EPA's revised selected remedy includes a cap over the reservoir (in Area 2) similar to
the cap specified in the original Record of .Decision. However, due to additional
investigation, EPA now has much more &xiensive information on the type, amount, and
location of all wastes at the site. As a result; this Amended Record of Decision calls for
capping a larger area than was mcluded*m.zre original ROD with Iess excavation and
on-site consolidation of waste.

During preparation of the Supplemental Feasibility Study, before EPA developed the
Proposed Plan, EPA eliminated alternatives that included excavation of all wastes and
disposal at an off-site location. EPA rejected these alternatives because of the
prohibitive cost, the significant exposure to workers and nearby residents during the
cleanup, and the lack of any off-site disposa! location that would have guaranteed
better long-term environmental protection than the current location of the wastes.
Containment is EPA's presumptive remedy for landfills. EPA’s selected remedy
specifies that all remedial controls at the site will be monitored for as long as necessary
to ensure that on-site workers and-neighbors-aremiot exposed to the wasies.

Protectivenéss of the Remedy. One meeting panicipant asked for more specifics on
how the preferred remedy would meet the remedia! action objectives in the Proposed
Pian. :

EPA Response: EPA's objectives for the actions specified in the Amended Record of
Decision, and the components of the ren..dy designed to meet those objectives are
listed below.

ARQD_061402wpd.wpd v i pagelit-7
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1. Protect human health and the environment by preventing exposure to buried
wastes and contaminated soils. [EPA’s selected remedy will place engineered
capping systems over buried wastes and contaminated scil. The caps will take the
forms of (1) a specially designed muiti-layered soil and membrane landfill cap over
the most concentrated-waste area, and (2) engineered capping systems with layers
of pavement, cleamssoil, or.concrete slab foundations over other areas of buried
wastes. Envirorsaental systems will be installed to extract liquids and to extract and
treat soil gas thadsamay accumulate underground beneath the capping systems.
Monitoring‘sysfaﬁs’will be installed to ensure the effective functioning of the

ictions on future uses and activities on the properties at the

me&aﬂ*rmps:w Hes:dem:al or similar uses of the property

2. Protect cuﬂ'ﬁ'é‘m and future on-site and off-site receptors from exposure to soll
gases. EPA’sselected remedy specifies systems to extract, collect, and remove
soil gas freen the reservoir area so that it does not escape into the open air, and
systems te#monitor soil gas at the perimeter of the site and prevent it from migrating
off the site.- it also specifies engineering controls, such as floor sealants and
building venting systems, to prevent gases from collecting inside buildings.

3. PrevenL-&wman exposure, including direct contact, consumption, and other
uses, tassie liquids exceeding state and federal standards. EPA’s selected
- remedgrncludes a system to extract, collect, and safely dispose of liquids
percolaﬁng through the caps or collecting in the reservoir (in Area 2).

- 4, 'Prevent contribution of site hqu:ds to exceedances of state and federal

groundwater standards. EPA's selected remedy specifies long-term monitoring of
groundwater beneath the site to ensure that the site is not contaminating the '
g(oundwater Groundwater monitoring plans will be prepared that detail methods
and frequency for the collection and analysis of groundwater.

5. Prevent exposure to groundwater that exceeds state and federal standards. In
addition to 4 above, institutional controls on the properties at the site will prohibit the
construction or use of groundwater produu:on wells and prevent exposure to
contaminated groundwater.

Engineering Controls for Soil Gas. The participants expressed some interest in how
the “engineering controls™ on the buidings 1o prevent soil gas bu:!dup would work and
for what buildings they might not work.

EPA Response: “Engineenng controls™ 1s a genernc term for an‘y physical modifications
or additions to a building for the purpose of minimizing exposure to contaminants. As

-AROD_061402wpd wpd ‘ Pagelli- 8
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the design of the remedy progresses, EPA will examine a variety of options for

preventing exposure to soil gas in buildings, including sealing all cracks in the

foundations and installing active ventilation systems, either around the perimeter of the
building or inside the building, to exhaust and replenish the air. If EPA determines that
engineering controls are impracticable at certain buildings; those buildings may need to -

be removed and replaced with a suntable engineered ssmer to minimize exposure to soil -

gas as discussed prevxously

Safety During the Cleanup Process. Several comments requested clarfication on the
technology used in the process of installing the regmedy companents to protect the

-occupants of nearby homes and of the-adjecent scheotirom. expusure-to-dust or other

contaminated media during the construction of the remedy.

EPA Response: EPA chose Alternative 2 as itssalected remedy partly because it
minimizes the disturbance of buried waste. Throughout the construction process,
workers will be obligated-to follow strict health.and safety requirements and ‘protocols
that address construction safety practices andisse of personal protective equipment.
Many of these procedures are specitied in federal and state reguiations, while others

o will be developed specifically for use on this site. As part of the design process, the
“designers will be required to prepare a healith.and safety plan that details procedures to

ensure the safety of site workers, site occupants, and nearby residents.

During any activity that disturbs the soil caxar.and possibly the buried waste at the site,
EPA will require the construction contractor.io follow procedures and use techniques
that minimize airborne dust. These fechnigzes may include spraying the site with
water or foam during the work, or tenting the site and actively capturing and removing
dust from the air before exhausting it, although this is unlikely to be necessary.
Workers actively engaged in construction that disturbs the soil or buried waste on the

-site will wear protective clothing and breathe filtered or bottled air if necessary.. These

precautions are necessary only for thosa who work long hours in direct contact with
contamination. They will not be necessary for people beyond the boundaries of the
site. EPA will also monitor the air at the edges of the site to ensure thatno arrbome
contaminants escape the boundaries. _

'Long-term Monitoring. Several comments requested clarification on which

contaminants in soil would be monitored and on how long monitoring ‘of soit gas,
groundwater, and instituticnal controls would continue, and who would be respons:bie
for the monitoring. .

EPA Response:

~ The revised remedy inciudes numerous requiremeniis for long term operations,
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“maintenance, and monitoring for the WDI site. Operations and maintenance will

include routine inspection, maintenance, and repair activities designed to ensure the
effective long term operation of the capping systems and environmental monitoring and

control systems. The remedy.also includes numerous activities that are designed to

monitor the effectiveness ofthe remedy and to ensure compliance with regulations and
performance standards. Asspart of the design process, monitoring plans will be ’
prepared that detail procederes for the collection and analysis of groundwater, soil gas,
and indoor air. The purpsse=of the monitoring programs is to provide early detection of
any indication that the remdy m:ght not be functioning as designed. Monitoring is also
intended to detect any.ghlanges in site conditions. The monitoring programs will be .
developed to monitor. chmals mn&@%s) that have been specified in the
Amended Record-of-Decision= Thespecificdetailsof the sampling and analytical
procedures will be desesibed in various site monitoring plans, including groundwater
monitoring plans, soit¥apor monitoring plans, indoor air monitoring plans, and
associated quality assurance/quality control plans. These plans also describe the
frequency of sampleccollection and reporting. EPA will provide technical review and
oversight for all mazitoring activities. In addition, EPA will conduct a review of the
continued protectiveness of the remedy every five years, and ensure correctton of any
deficiencies discovered.

Ongoing communication. Several participants commented that they would like to
ensure that EPAxrecords all pertinent site information in writing and that EPA continues
to notify them okthe results of long-term monitoring, possibly through the internet but
preferably through direct written communication.

EPA Response: EPA will maintain communications with the community throughout the

‘cleanup process, including post-construction monitoring. EPA will place monitoring

results in the information repositories for the site and on the internet as far as
technology and resources allow. EPA will at times notify interested parties when new
information is available and provide the information directly as much as practicable.

Cost. One comment requested clarification on what the cost estzmates in the Proposed
Plan covered. ) :

EPA Response: For comparison purposes, the cost estimates for each alternative
include the capital cost of constructing the remedy and operating, maintaining, and
monitoring it for 30 years. Operations, maintenance, and monitoring costs would
continue after 30 years for as long as those activities are necessary. These cost
estimates reflect preliminary costs, and the actual cost of the selected remedy may vary

as additiona!l information becomes availabie during the remedial design process.

Health effects. One commentor inquired about whether any deadly health effects

ARCD_061402wpd wpd . ' Pagse it

3



74

Responsiveness Summary

would be likely from childhood contact with site Contaminante.

EPA Response: EPA has no evidence to show that deadly health eftects are a likely
result of childhood contact with site contaminants at WDL.

- Comments from St. Paul High School letter of .Jjune 22, 2001

Remuneration. In a letter of June 22, 2001, commentingzan the upcoming Amended

Record of Decision, St. Paul High School requested thatthe document note its request

for remuneration. The school seeks compensation forrevenue reportedly lost due to

several effects resulting from proximity to the site, including:

« adecline in enroliment resulting from negative -publicity-orrand parents fears of the
Superfund site,

* increased costs for rodent and weed control on thesschool's playing fields, and

«- expenses related to not using recla:med water for irrigation.

EPA Response:

EPA notes the comment and appreciates St. Paul's interest in the Site. EPA is unable
to provide remuneration to the school under CERGLA as requested as part of the
Amended Record of Decision because such remugneration is not part of the revised
remedy for the'site and is outside the scope and=authority of this Amended ROD.

Line-of-sight barrier. St. Paul's letter also requests that the Amended Record of
Decision specify as part of the remedy a “barrier which eliminates the possibility of a
‘direct line of sight’ over the school, fields, and parking lot.” (Request repeatedin St.
Paul's letter of December 20, 2001, to Russell Mechem) .

EPA Response: The Amended Record of Decision includes this component for the
construction of a line-of-sight barrier. The details for the configuration of the barrier will

be developed during the design phase for the remedial action. In light of the plans for .

future redevelopment of the site, the barrier may initially be designed as an interim
teature that would be replaced during the later tedevelopment process wnth a barrier
that would be aesthehcally compatible with the redevelopment

Comments from Johnson & Tekosky LLP letter of July 2, 2001

Representatives of the owners of parcels and 3 and 24 on the site submitted two
comments via letter. ’
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One comment states that soil borings show no waste under parcel 3 and therefore no
cap or other remediation is necessary for that part of the site. The other comment
states that the data do not show constituents of concern in.amounts significant enough
to determine that waste materials underlie Parcel 24, and thus capping or other
remedial measures for this pareel are not warranted.

EPA Response:

' EPA has determined thahe installation of engineered capping systems will be

necessary for parcels #3-nu#24-insthe southwestern portion of the site. The
Supplemental-Fegasibility Stedyand-Adhended Reeard of Decision include maps that
delineate the boundariesnf waste at the site based on the most recent soil and waste
characterization activities. The maps can be found as Figure 2.3 of the Supplemental
Feasibility Study and-Figure 4 of the Amended ROD. As portrayed in these maps,
waste underlies Parcgi24 and approximately the northern half of Parcel 3. The
commentor appearsis have extracted information from two provisionat summary
documents (Parce!l Packages) that contained preliminary information from earlier site
investigations and that have been superseded by the Supplemental Feasibility Study
and Amended ROD.

- The selected remedy addresses the containment of buried waste and contaminated

soils in accordaace with EPA's policy of using containment as the presumptive remedy
for tandfills. The presumptive remedy uses the capping of waste and contaminated soil
in order to: (1) pssvent direct contact with buried waste and contaminated soil; (2)
prevent infiltration of rainwater that can mix with waste and eventually percolate
downward into groundwater; and (3) prevent exposure to soil gas. The containment
system will include liquids extraction and soil gas collection and treatment to »
supptement the construction of capping systems. Additional technical information on
the delineation of waste boundaries and anticipated locations for capping systems can
be found in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that is included in the Administrative
Record. The exact boundaries of the capping systems will be determined during the
remedial design process, but EPA anticipates that the cap boundaries will cover a
somewhatfargeraregtiantheexacerastebownrdaries in-order to provide effective
containment of waste, liquids, and soil gas and to prevent infiltration of rainwater.

Comments from John Jaeger via e-mail of June 16, 2001

Productive reuse. Mr. Jaeger recommends redevelopment of the WDI site to return
the property to productive use,
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EPA Response: The City of Santa Fe Springs has designated the site a redevelopment -
area and is currently conducting a public process under a grant from EPA to determine
the best future use of the site. The City is in the process of preparing a specific use

plan that will serve as the blueprint for the future redevelopment of the WDI site. EPA’s
revised remedy does anticipate that redevelopment will occur at some point in the

future after site remediation. The remedy will be designed to accommodate future
redevelopment to the extent that EPA's goal of protecting human healtfi and the
environment is not compromised. However, site remediation and rede%elopment will
involve separate, though interrelated, processes that will be undertakefi.by different

_entities.. Under its mission as an environmental regulatory agency&ﬁﬁ. is precluded
‘from taking a lead role in redevelopment activities.

‘Toxicity and risk. Mr. Jaeger : asserts that, once remediated, the site-will pose no

human health nsks

" EPA Response: EPA has selected a remedy that will protect human health and the

environment. However, this revised remedy includes restrictionssthat prohibit the use of
the site for residential or similar purposes in order to minimize potential exposure to
wastes that remain on the site.

Revised Remedy‘S Changes to the Proposed Remyedy due to Public
Comment :

In response to comments from community members who wera concerned about
impacts to nearby landowners, EPA will include mitigation for visual and noise impacts
to nearby landowners and tenants. This mitigation will include construction of a
physical direct-line-of-sight barrier along the northern boundary of the site to reduce -
adverse visual and noise impacts, control drainage, and control site access.
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SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA
THURSDAY, JUNE 14, 2001

7:17 P.M.

- - MR HODGE: Welcome. Thank you all for

—~

coming. I éhink we are ready to start the
proceedingg tonight.
| This is the puBlic_hearing on the proposed
_plan, current proposed plan for cleaning up the
waste disposal incéfporated superfund site, so thank
;oﬁlall for yéu: interest in coming out tonight.
It's a hoflnight, and it's great to see you here.
| I‘m}the community involved coordinator for
this site for the U.S. Environmental Protection
hAgency. My rolé here tonight .is to, basically, keep
the meeting rolling and to facilitate the meeting.
We will give a éhort preséntation tonight,
»ﬁﬁfsymu will bear with u#, but our primary purpoée
“here tohighi 1s to take y5Ur comments on -.the plan
tﬁat we are proposing for cleéning up ;his site.
Sc, agaih, let me mention that there 1is &
sign-up sheet for people that know they want to

comment. If you wouldn't mind signing up on that

PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE
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\
sheet, that wéuld hélp Us organize the comment s

later. If no one wants to sign up in advance,

during the public hearing part of the meeting

tonight, if people would sign up and speak in any
order that you wish. And if you like, during that:©

part of the presentation of the meeting tonight, we

19:19:54

19:20:07

+9:20:26

19:20: 44

10
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13

15

16

17
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19

20

can. take questions instead of -comments, 1f you think

that would be more helpful in making your comments

-

N

to us. So we are flexible.

I will mention we haveicépies of the»
proposed plan on the table. If you didn't receive
one in the mail and you would like to take a look at
it, they are over here. We also have copieé oFf the
slides that we will be using tonight for your
presentation, .if you would‘iike to follow'alcng on
paper. A

I{ you didn't sign in the‘multiple sign-in
sheets, we would really like to have your hame‘and

other contact i1nformation on the sign-in sheet. “For

one thing, 1t will help our reporter to-make sure

that she has your/names correct.

| Sc¢., this 1s & public hearing and ig
will be recorded and we will produce a verbatim
transcript ¢f the hearing just so you know that's:

part o! the proceedings here tonight.

(2]
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19;20:52 1 As far és the égenda goes, this is the
2 bagenda'for tpnighc that we have in mind, anyway.,
3 1 1'11 introduce some of the people here ténight j@st
4 briefly=rand I'1l1l do a very‘short, maybe fiﬁe
19:21:2% & minutaazﬂf presentation on>the superfund process,
6 in geﬁ@zal.‘ Sémerf you may have heard this
7 | —idnformatior . beferd, -hut I just want to give you some
8 congzsxt for what we are proposing to do with this
S site-and where we are with the prdcess.
19:21:45 10 '¢;47 Then I‘11 Furn'it over to M;rk to give you
11 a little bit more of a detailed history of this site
12 and what has gone on at the waste dispésal site.

13 | -=and then Mark will describe the plans that we looked
14 }Jzat before we came up with the plan that we proposed.

19:22:07 15 | o We will try to keep it short. Like I said, the main

16 purpose 1s to take comments from you.

17" _My name, as I_mentioned earlier. I'm Don
18 Hodge, and Mark Filippini is the remedial project
19 manager for the site and he will be doing mdst of

19:22:33 20 desethastalking here tonight.

21 ’ ' Also in the“audience*wevhave
22 representatives from the-Staté and County and the
23 City cf Sante Fe Eprian‘agencies.that have been
24 workilng on the s'te. |
19:22:45 29 | | We élso have representatives of the group
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of companies that has been working to 1nvestigate
and clean up the site. And representatives of a

couple of other organizations .that we have asked to

" work with ‘e community and the property owners at

the site =% make -sure they have some help in deéling
with thesf=mifications of the superfund cleanuﬁ
processL;:Sd;%szonLt:inE£educe them all by name but
they arsshere and if you havé specific duestions, I
will try to direct you to the specific party. So

please see me if there is a particular person you

want to talk to.

Okay. I promised five minutes on the

‘superfund process, and I'll try to keep it to that.

PRESENTATION BY MR. HODGE

MR. HODGE: &s you may know that Congress

established the Superfund Program_about 1980 for thev
- purpose of helping to clean up the most haiardous

- abanderedswas e sibessin the country and they are

ébéut, I would say. roughly three broad phases in
the cleanup of a superfund site. |

The first two ’; I am sorry, the first one
and last one. I QU“SS.are retatively short. I would

call them, the first one, assessment phase and the

4
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last one 1s maybe the implementation phase.

And then in between those two we have what

"is usually, generally speaking, the longest phase,
the investigation part of the site, where we try to

‘determine the exact nature of any chemicals of

concern, their extent -- how far thew:spread out at
the site, what pathways they might.take to affect
the'health of péople or the environment in the area,
so that investigation can ﬁake some time. It's a
fairly detailed undertaking, but=we a:e here at the

waste disposal. site, hopefully reaching the end of

the investigation stage. So it ‘has taken quite a

while to get there, but we think we are in a good
position to move on with the rest of the site.
So, looking at this=liagram behind me, the

site was discovered in 1986 and at the end of the

assessment phase., we decided with this site to list

it on thé national priorities list. And that means

we decided it was one of the worst sites in the

' nation that needed the full superfund. process in

order to déal with it properly.

Then we moved on into 1988, iﬁtovthe
invescigation phase, apd‘went through the remedial
investigation tc determine what was out there and

how bad it was through the feasibility study to look
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at the different ways to clean it up, and reached
the proposed plan stage, which is basically where we
are tonight.

But we also derived there back in 1983 --

during tha# stage, we had a public meeting, much
‘like thissmne, and we received a lot of comment from

folks .at .that-public. meeting. . And during the months

that foldowed, as we moved on intb the remedial
design-phase, that we hédﬁ;t proper1y characterized
all.the:was;e.at the sité. |

So'you see where we took that U-turn back
gbout 1986 and decided when Andrea Benner became the
néw:project manager for the site -- we decided at
that poipt.to reopen the’investigation. Since we
were in the remedial design phase, we called it
remedial desig; investigation.’ We actually went
back to do further work on the extent of the
contamination of the sites, mainly due to the

comments that we were receiving from the public at

~that time.

So the result of that is -- actually, it's

"in this large volume that is over here on the table

the supplementary feasibility study which resulted

in the proposed p'an that we are here to discuss

tonight.
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I should mention that all of these stages

that we are talking about is documented. Each

milestone generally has a document attached to it
and those documents are available for: anyone to

review. And all the documents associated with the

'site are in the record center in:wur office in San

Francisco.
Also, every important document that we use
to reach our decision would be:in the administrative

record that's housed here locafly, so if you want to

review the documents that we produced, they are all

‘available to you.

So I think that probably brings us pretty
much up—tofdate and whefe-we'are at. Now we are
back at the propoéed plan Stage. We have an idea of
what we need to do to clean up the site in the most
safe and efﬁective manner for the community and
everyone affected by-the site and so at this point I
think I'11 let Mark talk ébbut the detail of‘what we
have done so fgr and’whaL;MEEprapose to do -to clean
up the site. |

1 pause here briefly to see 1if there
are any gquestions about the process sc far, the
superfund process in ggneral.

1 think I kept it to five minutes. I‘li

10
PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE |




- 19:29:

19:29

19:29:

19:30:

19:30:

19:31

N

12

:33

57

14

331

: 03

-~ _PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

[\S]

10

11

12

13 |-

14
15
16
17
18
19
28z
21
22

23

24

turn it over to Mark.
PRESENTATION BY MR. FILIPPINI

&= ~MR. FILIPPINI: First, I am Mark.

Fils#ppini. I am the Remedial Project Manager for

~the siter: as-Doncindicated.. . .I'vwe been involved in

the site for many years. Started assisting Andrea

- Benner several years ago in remedial investigations

==t -the site. _And I think I knoQ most of you here!
I want to thank you for coming out here today.

What I want to do in the next 20 minutes
Oor so 1s put togéther a background, the historic
background of the site and then sort of get in
and give you some general description of the
alternatives that we looked at fgr remediating the
site and our preferred altefnatiye, what we think 1is
the best way tc go forward thét meets 'the

community's needs and addresses all of the concerns

LR TEspectwto Tegutatory concerns and the

community concerns.

| 1711 sort of also explaiﬁ and get'iHCQ why
‘we selected our altern#:ive, how it fits in with the
City of Santa Fe “prings. -fhey are in the middle of

the master planning process to redevelop the site s0©

o 11
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I will try to sort of pull all of those things
together. - | V |

This is an aerial view of the site, which
I had. Can'you roll it? This=is an aerial video
that was taken several years:aﬁo. As you can see,
the site is located just wesit:z of here. The street-

vm;ightwdown_paxallelﬂtostheJhsrizau’thereuis Santa Fe

Spfings -- eXcuse me, Los=etos Road. Greenléaf
Boulevard is here to the:right. Los Nietos,-i am
sorry, is at the bottoms= Santa Fe Springs is at the
top. I see some bf thetgéneral features of the
site. The high school, the residential area, Fedco
property.

Go to the mext.slide. This is a little

bit better detail aertal photo of the site. Again,

Santa Fe Springs, Greenleaf Avenue. Shown there is
a green circle in the center of the site. The blue
dash lines is the boundaries. The green circle

represents the approximate location of the former

.reservoir that istthematrrs sature-of -the site. It
is a cdnérete-lined reéervoir. It is approximately
20 feet deep in the center and.it.represents, as I
said, the main féature of the éite where disposal

occurred.

That reservoir -- go to the next slide --

t12
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was constructed about 1920 and at about this
time, which is about 1945, it was coﬁverted to oil
storage, product storage into é‘disposal reservoir
thatAstazagd accepting oil.ﬁield waste. And between
1945, whtss it operated, and the early 1960s, it
~acceptett:zvarious 0il field waste as well as some
oother -hazardsus -waste. because it%Qas é waste
faéilé&y,and there was no;éegulétion at that time,
'so mamy different types of‘hazafdous materials were
| brought to this site.
One of the main features this shows to the

right are some pits. Actually, Greenleaf Boulevard

is—not constructed at this point. And they accepted
glso -- go to the next slide -- also wastes of

various types, certainly thinner -- you can see the
thinﬁer thicknesses, less Ehicknesées than the main
reservoir, but as you can see what arose between the
1940s and 1960s was placement of those wastes in
those pits. And then later development, as we see
;?7hewéﬁffg%%funf€§p‘of thﬁﬁe,.and that is sort of the
ﬁain component of the remedy thaﬁ we have to deal
with gciqg fcrward.

Let's go to the next slide;A This’is the
asrial photcgraph of the site as it generally'

" currently exists. Again, the green outline showing
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the approximate location of the concrete-lined-

reservoir that 1is now under anywhere from 5 to
15 feet of soil. And as you can see, one of the

areas. that have pits, it was around the == just

- about around the entire perimeter of the:site where

there was some placement of wastes. XAnid each of
those parcels where many of you-have businesses or

are tenants, have some amounﬁ of thisswaste material

‘that extends underneath your prdperty.

Let‘'s go to the next slide. This shows
the limits of the waste. It shows:the.limits of
the waste and the dark outline, agaiﬁ the green
outline of the former reservoir.—= And as you can
see, 1t extends under several/bufldings'of the
properties. This is what, basically, our remedy
will be addressing, the waste not only in the center
part of the reservoir, but also the waste that
extends around’ the perimeter.

Another driver is soil gas. As these

wastes decay, they can generatzisoil -gases they.

501l gases are generated béneath the ground and can
migrate some distances from the waste soﬁrce. It
can create problems for occupants on the property.
And types of soil] gas that we found that are cut

there are vinyl chloride, methane, benzenes and

14
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perrmetes

several other cdhponenﬁs that have to bé addresséd,
Let;s go to the next one:
what I will be doiﬁg here now is going
th;ough,your fiué&altérnatives.
Themﬁﬁxst one is easy is because that

is no action.=fompare all the other active

—.alternatives _ to-that sosalternative one is,

basically, what risks or what conditions are‘uhdgr
the’éurrent&cnnditions ana the other alternatives
are compared:aéainsf that to see what improveﬁeﬁts
are made based on the elements of the,alternatives,
so I won't be discussing alternative one. It is no
action alternative.
“’What I will do is go through the four

active a&tern;tives;

Alternatives two and three are, basically,

capping elements, primary element being the primary

element of the remedy, and elements four and five

involve extensive excavation in and around the

-iLé:and:“specifically( in parcels

that were affected by buried waste.

So alternative two, I'll tell you, is our
preferred alternative. I'm not giving anything
away, and I'1}1 quickly go through alternative two.

It consists of an RCRA equivalent cap.

15
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Many of you asked what an RCRA. equivalent cap Was
and I didn:'t do a great job of explalning 1t in the
proposed plan.

An RCRA equivalent cap is, basically, a

state-of-the-art cap, that it is one of-the most

protective types of caps. The cap has five

 components, including a base:material.-and cover, and

it includes a flexible membrane liner:in the center
ofvit. Abo&e that is a liquid collection system to
collect precipitation, and beneathzitvis'a soil gas
or collection system that can be piped and plumbed
and then directed to discharge or treatment to
syétems that can collect any gas:that might be
accumulated beneath this cap. xIt.is, asrsomeone
requested in the past, the beststechnclogy to apply
to that portion of the site.

Continue on.

The other elements ©f the remedy includes,

basically, a collection sYstem that includes wells

that go into the center of=thexrmeservoir.and collect

_liqﬁids that may be accumulated. Liquids are sort

of being collected in several of these wells that we
now have. They are now at a fairly slow rate. We
went through a fasrly extensive liquid removal

process over the last summer and year 2000.
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Another element is a monofil cap and
this 1s probably what 1s going to affect most of the
property owners out there. It is a fairly simple.

cap. It encmmpasses only clay or clay., some with

asphalt pawvwement, but it will meet the design

criteria established by the State of California to

“bhe.protectives. = 2nd as vou can.see, .it.affects many

of the pe%imeter-parcels. For the most part, those
would be—pavement Qhere théfe would be a need to
have ckay capping otherwise.

Another element that is aiso very
imporcant is the bio venting bafrier system. In
thisrcase whaf this will do is also add oxygen into
the surface -- the subsurface, to allow these gases
to degrade and decompose naturally. 1It's part of
the reason why they degeneréte is bécause it's |
not -- it‘'s in & no ox&gen eﬁvi;onment. So. by
adding oxygen into 1it, it degrades those,

essentially."dangerous gases and prevents them from

migrating-any=further- from=this sort of zone we have

surrounding this site.

Then :hé other majdr components aré
eng.ineering controle., since many of the buildingg
are overlaying on thé waste. Waste is beneath the

pads of the bu:ldings. There will have to be

[y
~J
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engineering controls placed on many of these
buildings and that can typically be either certain
venting systems oOr perimeter venting systems that

may go around the outside of.the buildings.

" Actually, active venting systams can go on the

inside of the buildings. “‘Blrere are several

- different things: that gcan.be appiied.

There are about hree buildings in our

estimation that cannot -=-=that we believe will not

"be able to have engineesming controls because of the

thickness of the waste beneath them and those

Jlbcations and those buildings will likely have to be

removed.

1 héve’already spoken to every one’of the
property owners and tenants that are involved with
rhose buildings, so if I haven't spoken to you, then
your building is not_one of them. But‘those that I
have talked to, as we get into the design phase in

the spring, we will get into more details of what

be able to be saved, but our general consensus 1s

they will have to come down. There are only, like I

said three that I know of now.

AUDIENTE MEMBER: Mark, what does the blue

indicate?

13
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MR. FILIPPiNI: The blue are buildings
that have the engineering céntroié. These other
b&ildings will-likely not need engineering controls.
The blue are hmiidings that will need some kind of
engineering centrols.

| AUBIENCE MEMBER: (Inaudible question).

- MROERELIPPING:. ~Actually, several of these

* buildings .ax= blue buildings, iqblude the three that

I am talking about.
F-AUDIENCE MEMBER: <(Inzudible question).

"*MR. FILIPPINI: They are not -- I don't

think we have a problem there.

=7 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Will you indicate the
places the three buildings you discussed?

e MR. -HODGE: Sorry to interrupt fou, but
when you have a question for Mark, I don't think
Mark minds taking the guestions now, but would you
idéntify yourself?

MR. DALLITZ: Ron Dallitz. Buffalo Bullet

A Company .

Mark, would you please indicate the three

‘buildings that you were discussing?

MR. FILIPPINI: One of those was yours

here, and Timmons has a structure, also. And the

Brothers Machine Tool is one we also considered,
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okay. Let's go forward.

Alternative three, let me guickly éXplain'
what alternative three is before we get into it;

We are -- one of the objeétﬁmes we have
in the Superfund process is ﬁo’the mEximum extent
possible, is after we place dur remedy. on the site,
it can be used by.the. community as-much=z=ns possible.

And the City of /Santa Fee=5prings has taken

.

'the initiative in applying for and: they received a

$100,000 grant from the EP®A to mut together a master
plan for the redevelopment of the site.\ Alternative
two, which I just went througﬁ; allows for, to the
maximum extent possible, the current usés of the
site, meaning, most cf the bulldings will be
standing there whether we come in and pgt that
remedy down. EPA feels it is as protective as we
can make it. We are sort of doné at that stage.

| What alternative three shows is that the

City comes in and implements their main objective on

redevelopment of the site over=thre-aext—~- parts of

the site that got reaevelopment over the next two to .

three years, other parts may not be redeveloped for
five to ter years, depending on market forces and
the like. Andy L-zzaretto is here with the City of

Santa Fe Springs to explain some of those elements

20
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‘that -caubdebespat anti

to you.
What we want to do is show, basically,
what a site would look like with redevelopment in

e site. Like I said, I'm done at

place on top ofur
alternative. twer. The City then can come in at the
direction of ke State of California under

guidelin65gspelledcoutiaadwthenﬁplacew;he elements

of alternatime three, so we put alternative three in

Vthe feasibility study to show what it will look like

in the future, way out in the future. But at any
one time it will likely look like a combination
between alternative two and alternative three.

=#..50 let's go through alternative three.

..It has the same equivalent cap, the same collection

systems=~the monofil cap, the bio venting barriér
system and stop here. And other what we call

redeveloped areas are shown here which is basically’

the remainder of the site.

Then the next slide shows the buildings

addy ~removed-in the future. It

will likely happen in phases. We anticipate the

main portion of the site, the least developed will

go first, then either of these two major areas here

at some time in thre future.

Then new building pads, a new development

21
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1 basically can placed on top of this. We have the

2 technology now to place things on top of these caps
3 to make tﬁem part of the cap and this allows for

4 beneficial reuse of the property. Here:bn the RCRA
5 cap it can be used for‘low impact uses,/~so that is;
6 basically, the elements of alternative=three.

7 Let me quickly go. through-alternative

8 four. Alternative four -- do one more--- is what‘we
] call the exéavatién component. I waht to show.that
10 there has been some amount of interest -in

11 considering removing soils éround the pgrimeter of
12A the site. This shows removals of the soils as they
13 egiét now beneath these areés. “There ‘is one area,
14 eight and six. The red buildings would have to come
15 down 1in order to facilitate thetremoviﬁg of;that‘

16 soil.‘ The so1il would then be placed back beneath

17 this cap in this rgservoir.

18 In doing this, the‘elevation of the

19 reservoir would go up ap@roximately six feet from

20 its current elevation. Oneﬁof:ﬁhe:&ﬁinﬁproblems we
21~ have 1is twofold. One, it does not allow for very

22 easy reuse of the property py the City of Santa Fe
23 Sp;ings because 1t creates even more severe gradienc
24 changes on the prﬂperty.‘

25 Secondly, it does not -- we do not gain a2

22
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J.—surrounding it. -serws -aresreally . not_ too.comfortable

" whole lot of benefit from the -- because the
capping, as we can put it down, keeps it as
protective as moving it. And if we had to move it
and excavate it azmd.open that up, it creates a risk
of exposure‘to a=large amount of s0il to the

community residents and the community members

with opening um=these areas and doing a lot of
excavation and-hauling dirt from the site.
Show you five and then about done here.

Four will have the same components, RCRA cap. bic

venting barrier system -- and then five.
-One more. This shows even a more
extensive waste excavation. It addresses all wastes

that exist outside of the central -- what is called

area twc, central disposal area. And again. this is

the -- two shows you the number of buildings in red
here that would have to come down for that. Béing a
larger -- typically larger volume of waste, that

.createsfqaeﬁﬁm@fzﬂexposu;eft@~the~communit§ as‘they
go through the excavation and.rebiacement of the
waste back underneath this main cap, that wodld
result i1n an 1ncrease of the central cap of
approximately ninﬂ teet.A_It'is currently about

15 feet above street level so0 it would bring it up
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to approxiﬁately 24 feét. So some of the problems
assoclated with alternative_fouf.

‘It would then have a RCRA cap over the
egtire area. Same components, take control bio
venting system, and that's basically ths:components
of alternative five.

How_didwwexdo'theﬁqnalysiépandvhmy did we
a;rivelat alterﬁative two as our preferred
alternative.

The Superfund requires us to look at nine
criteria, which are listed here, and they are also
lésted in yodr proposed plan mailer. Each.~— can’f
even evaluate each alternative if =it doesn't meet
the two regulatiqns, with the exception of

alternative one, being the no action alternative.

'They all have to meet those first two.

The remaining criteria are ones that we
looked at and balanced out. 1Is there a short-term

protective? Is it a long-term effective? 1Is there

going to be short-terh‘risks;i}oagrtermsrisks,“

future use of the site, these whole litany of these

things starting coming into play, how implementable
it is, as well as you can see on the bottom there
acceptance by the community and by the State.

So 1in our analysis, the bottom line was
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alternative two we felt best meets all of these

criteria, because unlike alternative four and five,

four and five we felt put us, specifically the

community, at a l#tfle bit more risk in the short
term if we implersrt some massive excavation around

the perimeter of=the site and it would sort of leave

‘the Crty-withia 'Litédz:lass..develspable property.

And~it wouldrf%rte.thé removal of ﬁény of the

buildings oqt"there,nOW that may not have to be

removed unless redevelopmént comes' in the future.
So this 1is, basi;ally, my pfesentation.

That ‘s-how we came up with our preferred

alternatives..

‘IRight now we have a small énough group I

can open up to guestions any alternatives, how we

arrived at any of our analyses. Don wants to open

up the hearing and address questions.

MR. HODGE:‘-I.just wanted to megtion we
would like to start the hearing part of the mee;ing
tonight~and What*i”ﬁbgrd*db is just move the
microphonevout here to the center and on'can'just“
come up and address Mark, primarily.

; 1 would like to ask.that people try to
stay on the subl .ct as mgch as you can and tr? to

allow -~ be succinct enough to allow everyone who

25
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there are a number of other ways.=-.go to-the next

center aisle, does. that work -forisgrou? =8Or whatever

wants to comment, be able to comment. We‘have at
least an hour to take comments, so I'm hopeful that
will be enough time until the janitors tell us to go
home.

I do want to mention if you arz not

comfortable getting up and speaking in public,

slide - there are other ways_&ou can commgnt; We
will take comments in writing,’ény.farm, fax, letter
or on the comment sheets that ‘are over: on the side
table, if you want to write up something and ieave
it with us tonight, we will respond to that. Mark
will be writing this summer. The addresses for
mailing or faxes or e-mailing us afe-all in the -
proposed plan, so if you don't have those, please
pick one up. And if you have any other gquestions,
contact Mark.

But with that, why don*t thbse of»you who
want to comment, if you coqid just line up/ih the
you feel like -- coming up, Lhat’s fine, questions;
commeﬁts,‘whatever, we will take at this time.

17/
77/
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AUDIENCE QUESTIONS

MR. TIMMONS: My name is Ed Timmons.
I have a property that you mentioned, one of the
buildings that=will come down, and the time-frame

between youzz;aking my building down and the

redeveloprent,==#Gf yvou want-torredevelop my area,

what do I éﬁ:inithe meantime? What's the time-frame
and what “s=the alternative in between? I think

there iss=another gentleman here that has a property

‘in the same situation, or maybe two gentleman.

MR. FILIPPINI: As I understand, the

éuestion is what dp‘you do between now?
' ~:MR. TIMMONS? My building is coming down.

The redevelopment may not take place on my property.

MR. fILIPPINI: You have a structure
comiﬁg,down: is that correct?

MR. TIMMONS: Yes.

MR. FILIPPINI: That is a problem wiﬁh
réspeét to --

MR.‘TIMMONS: To_me,xespecially.

MR. FILIPPINI: There are things that we
might be able ;o‘do to see about accommodating yecu
in the short ters

MR. TIMMONS:. I don‘t want to move my

[ 5]
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plant twice, that's the thing.

MR. FILIPPINI: I understood your's was
more of a sheltered structufe?

MR. TIMMONS: Yes. 1It's an open air
structure so I wasn't sure if you were‘bxinging it
down or what. You éaid you were.

‘MR. FILIPPINI: My.sense.was given it was
open air and difficulty in trying to get a cap
around it,-it might be -~ it might have to come
down. It might also be possible if there was no'
other alternative,‘to address finishing off the cap.
So all I can say_is we can try to accommodate it as
beét we can.

MR. TIMMONS: Okay.

MR. ﬁéDGE: I just got @ note that I need
te remind people when you‘state your name for the
transcript, also,givé your place of residence and
affiliation.

MR. FILIPPINI: We can talk about the

' redevelopment process, if that#sisnmething you would

also like rtc get into, if everyone else>has made
comments .

MF. HODGE: 1 know some of yo& out there
have things that vVou want to say to us when you are

ready. 1 am sorry the proceedings are what they
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are, but we do want ﬁo make sure they are on the
record. |

In the meantime, let me give you some
ideés; First of all, if there are any alternativesg
that you like thaﬁ-we hagﬁapresénted, feel free to
expresé‘your preferenge;

e —.. If there are-any-problems with the

_alternatives that you. feel we need to know about,

please let us know. tiffyou just think we are doing
a greaﬁ job, you canztell ué thét, too;.

MS. MAPLE: Pam Maple. My dad and my
sister and I have property on Sanga Fe Springs'Road
in Area 1.

You guys are doing a great jobﬂ I have

concerns regarding; I guess, the redevelopment and

~things like that. but firSt,’iet me address if you

go with alternative two, will our property be deemed
sellable if we wanted in the future to sell the

property? It would be all okay or we would have

j problems sellxngzéééﬁgyaubéwbe'c&eaned~up'as far as

the State and éverything is concerned or wéuld thére
be stibulazxons oh the salebofbthe'property ét.some
time i the iuzure?

MF. FIT"IPPINI: You want m2 to answer

that?

29
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" MS. MAPLE: Yes.
MR. FILIPPINI: The guestion 1S what does
one -- the remedy is put into play, how does that

affect the sellability of the property and there

have been several property owners that are sort of « -

waiting to see if other properties get them ready to

.sell for sometime. And it has.been held up because

of the Superfund process.

Our attorneys here might be able to
correct me 1f I am ytdng, but each of the property
owners will have to enter.into the settlement
agreement, and that's, basically, to éllow - to‘get
an agreement between you and EPA and the State of

California for, primarily, access to the site and

~other controls, such that when we do put the cap on,

you maintaih or -- you don't maintain the cap, make

sure you don't damage the cap in any way and allow

. the State and the people maintaining the cap to

continue their maintenance of the cap.

It's my understanding that once that
agreément is entered into, and’thaﬁvCQPically otcurs
even'beforenthe remedy is constructed, once that
agreement iS‘eﬁtered intc, your property is
typically sellabl~. My attorney is nodding my head.

MS. MAPLE: I think that's that.

30
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20:01:50 1 MR. FILIPPINI: Those can happen, as we
2 talked abouf,Awe are expecting those discussions
3 _startiné next month with each of tﬁe'property owners
4 and they can typically be dispatched:within several
20:02:03 S months. I know several property ewmers are looking
6 forward to getting that going.
71 MS..MAPLE: . I .also-wanted to..ask, the
8 SIOC,OOO that the City was givep-@s a grantﬁfrom thef
9 federal gdvernment,'what does that buy?
20}02:39 10 - | 'MR. FILIPPINI: Thex€ity uéed or is using
11 that money to go forward Qith developing a master
12 plan. As many of you might know, the entire of the
13 ¢ site is -- has been deemed ﬁyfthe City as a.
14 redevélopmeht area,‘which by definition gives it
20:03:01 15 certain legal‘status and gives the City certain
16 jurisdictions over the property for future
17 development, so it 1s already a redevelopment area.
18 | - What they did with the grant money and
18 what they proposed to do on thei; grant,vahd have
©20:03:21 éo vbeen doing, is developingra-master plan, which can
21 be a bit of a lengthy process. It is done -- ‘deemed
22 doné'by a registered architect and the architécf
23 goes through and looks at the site, the limitations
24 on the site and s~rt of starts coming forth with
20:83:41 2% alternatives that they think they can go for@érd
31
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with, based on ehe elements the City would like to
éee,in that redevelopment.

Parenthetically, the site as a Superfund
site, can never be used for residential, schools,
hospitals or day-care centers so their master plan

sort of had to accommodate that. But, primérily}

' the money .they are using is going towards the

‘architect to develop the master plan and hold public f

meetings, public input of the ‘process.
It "also involved hiring landscape
architects to give ideas, ideas on what can be made

part of the master plan, and also real estate

’experts can help with the relocation or start the

process of the relocation for some of the broperty
owners.

ﬁS%'MAPLE: So if some of us, as proﬁerty
owners, ﬁave to relocate or our building has to come
down, what money -- how are we compensated for that?
Do.we just suck, or.

Ll MR. FILIPPINI: Again, 1it's a eomplete

' separate process, actually, than the Superfund

remedy process. Remember, the City's redevelopment
lays on top of the federal run.
I was a planning commissicner for many

years and consultant for many years so I know the
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—
20:05:32 1 process so I'll answer the question.
2 You, under any redevelopment -area, under
3 aﬁy scenario, you are covered under the State of._
4 California Relocation Act, which is consistent with
50:05549 s | the Federal Uniform Relocation Act. And it provides -
6 rights and benefits to property owners and tenénts‘
7 under»the process of redevelopment and relocation.
8 And Andy Lazzaretto cén providé you with all of that
9 information. . |
20:06:06 10 » ‘ Youvare compensated fair market value of
11 the propérty, and finding new properties, there is a
12 whole hést of benefits that are available to you,
13 1 ’and the City of Santa Fe Springs can provide'YOu
14 with the literature packages.
20:06:24 15 ~ MS. MAPLE: That's separate from the EPA?
16 o ' MR. FILIPPINI: That's very separate from
17 the EPA. Like I said, all I'm doing is handing off
18 | the remedy that the City can use.
19 In fact, we have even -- there is a
-20:06.:38..20 " possibility if their redevelophent process ‘goes-
21  forward, especially od the areas along Greenleaf and
22 v the central portion of the property, that can c;cur
23 ' simultaneously with the construction of the cap. It
24 saves a lot of time and saves some amouht of monéy,
20:06:59 2% ‘and basically allows sort of an integration of the
33
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construction. of the remedy cap.

MS. MAPLE: And as far as the alternatives

go, you are listening to our input and then you will

decide, you, the EEA, will decide what happens to

the site as far asswhich alternative you use?

MR. FFEEPPINI: Right, with the elements

—of . alternative two.

Rememier, it stops . at redevelopment, but
the protective elements of alternative two and all
those elemen&s:are’ones that we put forth as our
recommended preferred alternative.

I know we have had -- éne reason I‘m not
insulted wermare not getting a lot of'comments, is we
have meetingrtogether_for years now, especially over
the last year we have had many meetings where we
really try to be straightforward in the direction
where we thought we were going‘with this femedy and
whai it might look like. And I think no one should

i

be,coufuéed that we are sort of formally here

talking .abset things-that=most of~us have already

talked aon:. So I think that‘s the brocess.

Does that answer -~ thank you.

MR. STANSELL: Vernon Stansell. Stansell
Brothers. Wwe lea-e a building that‘s‘in the blue

zone. That's one that you said that you would --

, 34
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20:08:52 1 that would require venting. I was wondering what

2 process that would involve?
3 ' MR. FILIPPINI: It could be either -- we
4=%= really won't know until we get to the design phase

20:09:07 G- and that design phase will be coming up in the next

oo spring{ We anticipate, about February or March of
ﬁL;p;:_Vuﬁfzﬁext”yearwismﬂhenmwemuillv#tart to be looking at.
.58 each of the buildings, taking a look at specifics on
-+ 9 | the buildings, like its proximity to known gas hot
20:69:%8 10 spdts. We will look at its founﬁation condition,
11 its building, its construction, its existing
12 ventilation system.
13 . | Many of these buildings we have been
14 monitdring the air inside a number of these
20:0%:4¢ 15 | buildings for a number of years and we have not
16 had any derogatory hits from the soil gases so it
17 appears that, for most part, there is no problem
18 associated with the soil gas.
19 , wné: has to be remembered is this remedy

20:10:01=20-3 has=tC be leng-term protective and we are typically

21 shooting for 30 years. So those are the kind of
22 analyses tc nc end. We will make sure we are
23 compietely com}br;able with the foundation. We may
24 recommend seajing the foundation, and in many cases
26:10:24 25 it mign: involve perimetér soi1l gas coﬂtrdl and
35
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venting system so it could be one of a number of
things. We will be meeting with each tenant and
owner individually as we go forward with the des;gn
element to talk about what wosks best and what we.
may have to do with each property. |

MS; STANSELL: AKaxen Stansell, the lesser
part ofmStansell-Brothers.

We-are right in €xront of Buffalo Bullet;
and C & E, in the same driveway, and.just a shbrt
dis;ance. :Now Our building is not -- what is the’
destruction? How is that going to impact us? Do
you have any 1idea?

MR. fILIPPINi: Well, you have to remember
a monofil cap will have to go down everywhete that
wastes extendsf,and I"m talking about the parcels
that extends around the perimeter of the site, this
is the parcel where your_busineés is in, so there

will be some element of construction associated with

that.

.The existing-asphait-would have to-
cohe up,. some modest amount of.regrading fdr
consolidation, so it's warkable for the use of the
propertyl Then the clay cap, then the asphélt on

.top of that.

[nj
jog
¢!

MS. STANSELL: You are talking about
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tank?

MR. FILIPPINI: No. I'm talking about
your driveways and your back parking»ldts,
basicélly.> Masz. of you -- I ﬁhink each of you know
the sort of tie-general extent of the waste in vyour

parcel. Anywhefe that we have identified waste,

: there ks goinygrto.haves=ta.be a.cap placed down

there. fThat:-will mean that existing pavements will
have to comé.up and a cap put down and a final cap
will typically be a pévement again that you can use
and drive on and park on. |
Now, in the specific parcels that we have
iglkedsabouc the building -- the Buffalo Bullet
building.
‘ MS.‘STANSELL: I was thinking about
hauling the building away.
MR. FILIPPINI: There is not much to the
Euildings so the demolition would not.be thatb
typical but ‘it would have.
T MS%“STANSSLET Buffalo Bill wants'to know
when.
MR. FILIPPINI: Well; we have al;eady had
this conversation. |
The off-cial decision on whether or not it

will neec to come down will come to the design
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phase, as i‘mentioned,vin ﬁhe early spring 2002.
What I told all the property owners and tenants is
sort of look for -- look for -- to be contacted
about:ﬁhat time when we get into that phase ahd we
will=s meeting_with each individual owner and

tenant; talking about the engineering controls will

=have «bew-bz placed, but_ the placement of the cap, it

has .£0 go along there, alsoc. And there is timing

" elements, too.

a The entire cap is not going to be done

in a couple of weeks. It will have to be phased in,

working with the construction people and the PRPs

=who are doing the work.

We will work out a schedule as to when

= exactly that will happen, but approximately next

spring is when we start talking to individuals about
how it will affect their specific structures and
their parking areas.

AUDIENCE MEMBER {(UNIDENTIFIED): What's

~ethestdming of. construction?

MR. HODGE:_'Please,use tHe microphone,

MR. WALTER: Greg's friend; We have a
guestion. My name is Gene Walter and I own two
buildings on the rite, as you know. They have not

been indicated as one of the ones coming down.

38
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20:14:34 1 ‘ I'm just wondering what the time—fraﬁe is i
2 from the initial plan construction redevelopment
3 area to the time you get to knocking down our
4 building, and are we talking about five years?
20:14:5% . 5 | Eight years? I have got tenants that are going
.6 nuts. | |
7 L - eim MR- FILIPPINI: As you recall, the
B question of‘when the building -- the building
9 doesn't need to come down for the remedy.
20:15:03 10 MR. WALTER: I understand that.
| MR. FILIPPINI: It's the City's track at
12 that poiﬁt, and the City does not cﬁrrently have a
13ﬁ ’develqper in mind ready to bulldoze yéur buildings.
14 A}l-wé are doing at this point is -- speaking of the
20:15:17 15 City.
16 ~ MR. WALTER: But once they started
17 developing, the designated areas, how long will it
18‘ be before they start attacking the blue buildings;
19 MR. FILIPPINI: No way of tellihg,Abecause
20: 1502820 ';"thE”fir§t~phase could include only that parcel along
21 Greenleaf and the ceﬁter parcels ana ﬁhe remaining
22 .vmay not go .into development for five or ten years. .
23 | It could also occur a year from now, but
24 ~until the City las a developer at the plate or at
20:15:48 25 the table ready to talk, they really can‘'t give you
33
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a time-frame.

That is one of the difficulties 1n trying
to explain this. We have had this conversation with
many of the property owners and the tenants,
eépecially those who.aren‘ﬁ interested in moving.
There is that unknown and it is something that comes

with the territory when you are in a redevelopment

zone, even maybe it wasn't there as part of: the

Superfund process, you would be going through this

anyway. The same things you would be going through.‘

Yeah, you are in a redevelopment zone.
All you are doing is waiting until the City gets a
déveloper to come in and get a -- we.don‘t kpow what
the timing will be. . But it's all done under a major

public process. There will be.hearings on 1it.

‘There will be discussions. It will all be done in

the open.
I also want to mention, when we get to the

design phase, there will be a series of meetings

" also with the property owners and.public-which can

come in and talk about the details of the design and

the details of the construction as we go forth
because there will be 1ssues. I'm sure concerns
about dust contro! and public safety as we go into

the construction phase, I am sure they will want to
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know what's goilng to happen and when. Thié will be
a process the same as the redeyelopmentf

MS. SANFORD: Stephanie Sanford.
Technical Outreach Services To Comﬁuﬁities.

As you mentioned, the community is
concernédvthat dust may spread contaminahts, and
alternatives four and five talk about -- an
excavatéon is a problem maybe because of dust.

Will you talk about how that is different

in redevelopment in alternative three,.how that will

be managed?

MR. FILIPPINI: Good question.

One of the'restrictions and parameters
that were placed on the architect,vand making his
life miserable, 1s all of these concerns under the
federal and sgate requirements that this is a waste
and we will be butting buildings on top of this

waste. And what he could and could not do, so one

of the primary elements of the redevelopmeht will be

‘that the waste cannot be moved. in large gquantities.

Thaf'é not tc say & piling may not have to go
through & smal} amount of waste or some»thin Qeneers
of waste canno? be'recéhsolidated._

Primari‘y, the major portion of the waste

that exists around the perimeter of the site cannot
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——————

be impinged upon. The State of California is there
telling them they.can't do that. So their buildings
have to go on top of that. Their utility corridors
have to go around<that. Their drainage sequencés- |
and landscaping has to accommodate all of that. go

the whole purpose of putting those restrictions is -

‘to assure that when redevelopment does occur, that

massive amounts of waste are not moved around and
exposed duripg that -construction period.

And they will be like ahy oﬁher
construction operation. There will be dust control

measures that the Los Angeles Air Board has very

" very strict dust control measures. And there will

be monitoring that any controls that have to go in
on construction, to make sure those -- exposure will
not occur. And technology exists. All sorts of

ihingsf but primarily will not be digging into that

gue and that waste.

As weeks ago forward with the

. redevelopment alternative two, we did not want to

get.inco that tens of thousands of cubic yards of
waste.

| MS. C. SMILEY: Christine Smiley. I'm a
resident in Whitt er. east cf the site. Between

alternative two. which is the preferred one, and
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three, when will we know which one you have chosen
and.whét steps will vou go through_to make the
absolute alternative?

MR. FILIPPINI: As I said, they are

basically the same alternative. All it does is show

~you what the City could do with the site after

alternative two has been constructed, so is your
general guestion how? . .\

MS. é. SMILEY: Out of all the
alternatives, when will it be chosen?

MR. FILIPPINI: _Oh, the prdcess of

selecting. The question out of all the

‘alternatives, what is the process. That 1is cadalled

the record of decision. ‘We have this comment period
now that will run through July 2nd in which I take
public input énd anyone can comment, either the.
state, county can comment on what we propose.

Then I will draft up a Record of Decision,
which has all the background documents. it‘s,a
liﬁtle bit more complicated than the feasibility
proceSs,’but I can control it more beéause I wrife'
it. But I go through a pretty descriptivé process
o§ what the status cof the site is, condifions of the
site, the remedy *hat we selected, how we arrived at

that remedy, response that we received from the
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community on the remedy. I write that Qp and that
gets signed_by‘my management chain all the way to
the regional administratof, which is a fairly high
level at EPA, with special notices going out to
State of alifornia. |

Then the ROD is entered into the
administrative record. Then there will be a public
decision. The Record of Deéision has been entéred
and a facts sheet will be issued and then that's,
ba§iCally, the green flag for us to start working
with the PRPs in getting the schédules set up and
getting reédy to go to the design. There was a
éonsiderable amount of design done back in the early
nineties when it started taking off.

MS. C. SMILEY: Do you have an estimated
time-frame? |

MR. FILIPPINI: Yes. I anticipate having
the Record of Decision completed by the end of the

summef, possibly September, October, then we will be

_.starting design.

We anticipate starting design in October, .
November. And then the WDIG, the group who has
indicated interest in constructing the remedy, is
anticipating goih“ to construction next -- next

spring, late spring. We will be in the design
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phase, as I mentioned, between, say, November --
November, December we will be.doing stuff on the
aétual sort of blueprint éléments. Then January;_
February .I anticipate going out. to the -- each of
the landowners. and tenants and talking abbut the
individual buildings. r

_Bv then we will have master schedules

aevéloped. There will be public meetings during

that process. We willAset out where we are at on

the schedule. But the intent now is to, hopefully, .

get ground broken on the fifst phase of construction
now during the construction season. I may ask the
p}oject naVigator‘are we anticipating about a
two-year start to finish? One year to 18 mohths,
and that wasAROberto Cuga, thevproject manager.

MR. éMILEY: I got a‘litt1e~question here.

My name is Lloyd Smiley, resideng of
unincorporated area L.A., Whittier. I live within
just a block. |

Can you tell me -- well,rthié started
about ‘97, *88. It had a ROD, then they already
made their deéision and capped it. Can you explain
the difference, other than'ﬁalking about some of the
buildirigs coming “Aown, what's the difference between

the cap then and the ROD today, four years later,
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other than a couple million dollars?
MR. FILIPPINI: Very good question.
Did everybody hear the quéstiOn?

Fundamentally, the difference between the cap design .

-that was proposed and the Record of Decision in 1387

versus what it is now.

Primarily, themdiffergnce is our
uhderstanding of the limits of the wastes around
the perimetér of the propefty; in the parcels
sﬁrrounding the main resertirvin the area. We
gained a lot of knowledge on that. We gained‘a lot
of knowledge on the condition and extent of soil‘:
géses around the périmeter of the s;te.
| We have done some work with -—ithere was a
coﬁsiderable concern from the public about liguids,
both within thé reservolir and outside the reQ;rvoir,
and we spent‘a considerable aﬁount of resources

evaluating the location and nature of those liquids,

and we went forward, as 1 mentioned earlier, about

‘one year treatability study where we actually

removed approxzmately 200[000 gallohs from the

central,reservoxr{ so we gained;a lot of knowledge.
The o&hér up side of this wholé thing, it

has given the CitQ of Santa Fe Springs time to look

into the beneficial reuses and what they would like
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to do with the site. Thét's one of the big begefits
our remedy addresses is the ability -- how to -- the
maximum extent poséiblevto help the City come in and
do future redeveldpment of the site. So that is
anotﬁer difference in the cap between then and now.

érimarily, tﬁe main cap over the central
reéervoir,AI believe it is identical to the RCRA cap
as proposed then, which is state-of-the-art then and
it is state-of-the-art now. So there is some

difference in the limits, as I séid, liquid soil

.gases that we know more about.

MS. SANFORD: Stephanie Stanford again.

Would you say a little bit about water

‘quality monitoring?

MR. FILIPPINI: Sure. The guestion is

groundwater monitoring.  Groundwater we are talking

about?

MS. SANFORD: Yes.

ME . FILIPPINI: There are approximately 32

‘monitoring wells surrounding this site. It's a

hydrogeologist. It's a bit more than I w@uld like

to see at the s:tes, but what it has resulted in is

a very good understanding of the nature of .the
groundwater benearh the site and its water quality.

wWe have been monitoring this groundwater

, 47
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site for‘over ten years now and have not foung
any indications that the site is releasing any
contaminants to the groundwater.

There 1s quarterly monitoring ﬁhat goes on
out there. The EPA has done monitoring, as weil as
overseeing the WDIG and PRP group thapfi§ conducting
the monitoring on a quarteriy basis. ...So we have
detected some organic -- organic congaminants that
appear to be coming from off site. to the wast of the
property, sort of coming up, grading. it froﬁ across
Santa Fe- Springs Road. And we are keéping ourteyé
on thaﬁ, but there is a fairly well-known — several
well-known contaminant sources that are up gradient
faf to the west in Santa Fe Springs that are 
contribdting to 1t. But we are_keeping an eye on
it. |

And as discussed in a feasibility study,
we had the PRPs develop a remedy alternative to put
in the feasibility study for groundwater ahd,
technicaliy, we had to do that‘becauée the history

of those contaminants on site, whether or not it was

‘coming. the WDIG site, we had to address a remedy sO

we had them cost out & groundwater remedy. So 1if we.
do find in the future that any contaminants from the

site are contributing to the groundwater, we can
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implement a remedy. But currently we don't see any.

MS. SANFORD: Just oné more.

MR. FILIPPINI: Sure.

MS. SANFORD: Would yéu talk about
lohg—tefm monitoring( how long would the EPA be-
involved? When you finally leave this project,

/

would others be monitoring?

MR. FILIPPINI: Sure. Once the remedy is

- constructed, under a joint EPA and State of

" California oversight, operation and matntenance

oversight of the site reverts to the State of
Célifo:nia.' EPA sort of steps away and the State of
Califcrnia, some of the best aﬁd théﬂbrightest in
the country come in and they oversee operations, the
maintenance of‘the cap aé well as all the monitoring
involvedVof the soil gas and the groundwater
monitering.

Groundwater monitoring has the -- to be a

component of the remedy for 30 years as lbng as the

"site exists, and waste around the site, groundwater

monitoring has to continue and the State of
California will oversee that and they will deveiop
monitoring plans. As the design goes forward, we
will talk about. baéically, it will likely be é

ratcher down version of what they have now because

B

49
PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE




//

20:32:47

-2 20:32:58

20:33:17

20:33:36

20:34:02

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

remedy, review what the state has done, how the site

-.our comncerns with respect to protectivemess still

it's a fairly aggressive program of what is going on
now.
Also, statutorily, the EPA is required

to -- every five years, go back and look at the
is doing, how the remedy is holding up, are all of

holding up? Is the remedy doing what we thougbt it
would be? . -

Sovévery five years the EPA does take an
active role and take a look at the books and make
sdfe everything is going according to plan. And if
we do need to make changes to the remedy, we
basically open up a public process and talk about
any major changés.

Mé. D. SMILEY: My name is Debra Smiley.
I'm president-of.the Protect Our Neighbérhood
Committee. I reside on Coney Crest Road where I own
two homes_ahd also there is five homes on Martin
Road, property tﬁere -~ plus with all the other
residents within the.neighborhood.

A question I have 1s, this is on the
newsletter here where it says features, where it
lists after the closure of the disposal facility 1in

1950, development of small industrial structures
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began along Santa Fe‘Springs.'-Then down in the

history, it operated under permit from 1949 to ‘&4,

then it doesn't say anything about the illegal

dumping that was done after 1964 clear up to the
eighties. '

So this wasn't mentioned in the -

~rinformational part of this that T think you know is

very impdrtant to be put in there.

MR. FILIPPINI: Okay.

MS. D. SﬁILEY: Another paft'here, as I
Was\reading through it, as I was reading on’the

other side where it says cleanup activities, the

. investigation further defined the limits and buried

waste. It says_Figufe 4 and I can't find Figure 4.

MR. EILIPPINI: That's a typo.

MS. .D. SMILEY: I thoughtbso. I just
wanted it clarified for the recofd‘

MR. FILIPPINI: gight.

MS. D. SMILEY: Another question is the
gases are that are going to be monitored, whére it

says scil gasés with the areas of concern with the

lines in Figure 2, now,-what type would be monitored

and for how long? What 1s the length of time-frame?
I mean, with all those that are marked with the

lines for the gas areas with the buried waste there,
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we are talking about breaking up the driveways and
the blacktop, what will be done with that? What

precautions are taking with just digging up. the

-~ blacktop around those buildings and the waste

exposed?

MR. FILIPPINI: Do you want me to address

sthose?

MS. D. SMILEY: Yes,.

'MR. FILIPPINI: With respect to the soil

'gas, monitoring is an integral component of the

remedy and it basically‘has to go in perpetuity

a§ long as there is soil gases being generated under
State of California guidelines, as long as waste
exists there and the combined monitoring. &and bio
venting wells ére designed to -- if gas conditions

get to a point where we have to, in fact, put a

vacuum on them to take the gases out or in some ways

inject air in them to get the gases to degrade, so

those will be done in perpetuity. There 1is an

existing monitoring well network out there for

groundwatervand soll gas.

wWher, we get to the construction of the
cap. most of those will likely be des;royed. We
will be without a picture for a periéd of time.

There will be phases as they go in construction,
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they may not be able to save those wells and they
may not be in the best locations. So when we get to
“'design, we need to move them to the appropriate
-locations. We will do that under the design phase.
Now,-it's also important to note that the
groundwater -- the soil gas moﬁitoring and the bio
“venting wells will not necessarily be concentrated
>on thosé soil gas hot spots because they can'mové
around, but they will be looked at. The soil gas
monitoring and bio venting system has to encompass
the entirety of the site and has to be in plaée for
purposes of perpetude, éay as the groundwater goes.
MS. D. SMILEY: Would this be -- the
Protect Cur Neighborhéod Committeé wéuld like to be
notified in writing as to‘what the results of the
monitoring system, when it's done every time it's
done, we would like to be notified what the results
are. as well as the groundwater. We wouid like to
 stay up cr. this becaﬁée~ip‘is a 30-year cap or cap
window tha! you are looking at.
ﬂ&. FILIPPINI:  Right.

M° L. SMILEY: I'm S0, so by that time

MF . FILIPPINI: All that information is in

the public rerord and will be available to you and
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20:38:53 1 1f we -- we can Set up systems by whefé we can get
2 | those down to the'library.‘
3 THE WITNESS: I know they will have it on
4 the Internet, but’ we would like written notice that
20:39:05 5 it is beingkdonéﬁand_kept being monitored and what
6 the results are-for our committee alone. I mean,
7 that *s -what-I-am askiung;,~1f~it -carr-be done, we would
8 like it in the record as a decision that Gen
9 .Duncanson and myself, the cOmmittee; we want this
20:39:29 10 information=at all times when the monitoring isi
11 done, you know, what the'reSﬁlts are, whenever it's
12 | déne, whaﬁ écheduling. . |
13 ﬂ MR. FILIPPINI: Okay.
14 l MR. HODGE: We will note that.
0 20:39:42 15 ' ' MR. fILIPPINI: I don't know what I can
16 commit to, but I will note it on the record.-
17. MS. D. SMILEY:  Also, on the groundwater,
18 because that 1s a concern to all of us as residents.
19 ’ "Another thing here on the assessment of
20:39:57 20 future risk, when I was"reading it, 1t says- it
21 _certainly estimate the potential‘risk, the eprsure
25 for potential future residential uses but not
23 ‘potential reuse. Those residential uses are not
24 'anticipated s at no time can it be used foru
20:430:14 25 children or residents.
54
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Now you say that it can be used also for
parking. Wwhat are the 1imipations on the parking?
I mean, if they éut in Alarge industry buildings,
will it handle a big rig?

MR. FILIPPINT: All that.

MS. D. SMILEY: It will?.

MR . EILIPRINI DM -dQSlgnﬂlt wxll only be
allowed to be used_for a level of design that is
acceptable. We do_understand‘that in redevelopment,
the occupants of=those new buildings and warehousés
will likely like to maintain -- it-is anticipated

tﬁat as part of the reviews and redevelopment that

_those occupants of the developments that would go in

would likely use those for pretty heavy duty parking
uses.

'So the design of that cap would be
commensurate with the anticipated load use, and -
there 1s also inspection elements on the operation,
maintenance plan that calls £or the State to come
oul as well -as the overseeing- responsibility of
responsible party groups that will do the oversight
Vand maintenance qi the eﬁtire property.

But tﬁey will come ocut and do inspecticns
on a periodic basis toc assure ;hat the cap intégrity‘

1s maintained.

wn
w
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Now, being that the final grade Qill be
asphalt, there will be certain 1evel$ of service.
It will reach a certain age atﬁwhiéh it has feached
its maximum usage under which_ : the maintenance plan
upgrédes of:the recapping wiél;have to gé in place.

MS. D. SMILEY: Now. where it says risks

from the WDI potential-identified...the. potentials

identified are eprsufe to~contaminated soil
inhalation, inhalation of gases migrating to the
enclosed spaces. L

So now if you are going to be tearing up

the blacktop in the area, that will ‘be a pathway to

exposure. When will it be done and when the school
is not in session? I mean, during the summer months
when kids ére nét exposed, because they are there
for a few héurs during the day to help keep down the
exposure at St. Péul and also ﬁo the residents inr
the area.

MR; FILIPPINI: It's my»understanding thét
the school is year-round so the ébility to sort of
accommodate a time pefiod Qhefe students aren't -in
the pro#imit? is likely not possible.

Thaﬁ said, that should not be a problem.
Standard }evel of construction during these

construction cperations will be to assure that the
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exposure 1is minimlized and controlled and to a level
that is acceptable to the cbmmunity; and the uses

around, so we are anticipating during the design

process health and safety programs go into place and -

permission to controllthe pragrams and monitofihg
the programs and emissidns conrtrol systems‘are put
into place to makeﬂsure?%ﬁosetthings“don‘t~hurt. So
we feel as comfortable doing--it during schoél hours
as any other time. |

Don has asked if* I can talk generaiiy what

dust control involves. There are several elements

to it. One, there is a big monitoring component and

we don‘t'anticipaté that by just sort of going into
the first level of fill, because you have to
remember under ﬁosﬁ, in fact, a}l of the waste that.
is out there now is under some thickness of what we
call Clean>fill, it is not cohsidered waste.

So we are working with that material.

Will not present an exposure problem with respect to
. hazardous contaminants, because it's not the waste’

- material, and that's important for the communityAto

recognize, even if you see dusts or people running
around withour protective gear. 1It's because they
have deemed it appropriate because not every bit of

dirt on that site is hazardous.
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So there are means under the L.A. County
Air Districts, there are suppressants that canvbe 
used. Water is a major element. There are
restrictiqns én wind speed, when the wind-reaches

certain velocity, construction sometimes has to be

‘halted. There are certain phases during the.

construction, ﬁonitoring will be-in-place.~ H=alth
and safety person will make sure it is -properly
monitofedﬂ |

Phasing is also an elementﬁ@f that that
you might have to expose somebody to wéste, given

tﬁe proximity to waste, some modest amount of

exposure can be tolerated because of the distance

‘associated with the receptors being students or

residents. So opening a relatively small area to
these petroleum wastes will not create a large
exposure problem.

1f we were . to do that under a massive

excavation, that'would becbmeva differept story, so

there are things along that line ;o control it.
Mike, can you think of any other ﬁhings?
There are a whole host cof techgologies used 1in dust
control.
MS. D. SMILEY: The reason I'm asking on

that 15 similar residents noticed the last time it

AN
[aw]
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was mowed, 1in their windows sills there was dust but

it was a sticky residue that stuck to the windows

when they were cleaning it off and they have noticed:

that every time the property has been mowed so
that's why the question on that.

Another question I had from this is
under the remedial actioq it saySMPr@tect action
Objectivgs on Page 5; EEA'S objectives—-for actions
considered in this proposed plan are prbtecting the
health and environment, brotect fromrtontaminated
soils, protect current and off site receptors from

exposure to gases and prevent human exposure to site

- through state. federal standards and other uses, and

it goés on.

What institutional control will be used to
prevent this from happening? I think_yéu have
answered.possib}y part or it.

'

MR. FILIPPINI: Specifically, you are

referrinc tc the liquids exposure?

¥z D. SMILEY: Right.

Mr. FILIPPINI: Well, not all liquids at
the si1te are hazardous. VThat‘s sofc of why the
wording or tha: -- because rain does fall on the
site and doe: go through éome’of the soils and it

does drain . duifferent directions. and we have got
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-~the hazardous waste constituents so that they don't

a drainage system in place now and it 1s monitored
to assure that wastes don't go off of the site. The
wording on that is to assure that the design of the
1andfill, meaning our objectives on design, the
landfill cap, the RCRA cap and the clay monofil cap,

are such that we minimize the contact of water with

get into thevwaéer and can either migrate down_to
groundwater or seep off the site through other
mechanisms and éut to the‘gutter and through other
exposure ways.

So the cap,'in‘and of itself, is
désigned -- that's one of the primary pufposes of
the cap, other than direct exposure. Ané also gas
control, controi mechanism and its drainage
cbmponents are put on that'cap and the monofil cap
to make sure that liquids are taken off of the'site
and not aliowed tc contact the contaminants.

‘And che reaéon it is worded that-way;.like
I said, not all liquids that are on the site there
are hazardous,.but if they do come in to make sure
they don‘'t come in contact with &he'soil, that they
can become a problém.

MS. D. SMILEY: Under the institutions

access, with the

[

contrcls for revisions site use an

60
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deed restrictions, let's see, will any -- who is

going to be monitoring all of this? It goes back to

- the state, I think you said?

MR. FiLIPPINI: Correct.
MS. D. SMILEY: The State will be
monitoring, and for how long?
-+~ MR, FILIPPINI: Same length of time.
MS. D. SMILEY: Same length of time, the
30 years for»the cép or longer? |
MR; FILIPPINI{‘ 30 years minimum.

'MS. D. SMILEY: Minimal of 30 years.

Okay.

MR. FiLI?PINI: We wefe a little slow on
that one. | | |

MR. FINCH: This is Michael Finch with the
Department of Toxic Substances Control. Minimum of

30 years or when there is no longer a threat to

water quality, so it has to be at least 30 years but

even after 30 years, you would have to demonstrate

-that there is no threat to water quality. So in

reality 1t's forever.

MS. D; SMILEY: Now, on your other costs
for the 30 year, 1t aiso includes the cost cof
6peration and maintenance for the length of it;

MR. FILIPPINI: Correct.
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MS. D. SMILEY: So the costs will
continually go up after the 30-year window?

MR. FILIPPINI: Yes. There will be

additional costs after 30 years, but agreements with

parties who are charged with maintaining it, that
agreement does not expire after 30 years.
-MS. D. SMILEY: Okay.- All right.

MR. FILIPPINI: That's cost. Cost is just

" for estimating purposes, for comparison.

MS. D. SMILEY: I think that‘s all the

questions I have’for right now. |

| MS. MAPLE: Pam Maple again; This is
purely personal and I don‘t know if it haé any
rele?ance aé_all, but does the EPA or Sﬁa;e ---is
there anytﬁing fetroactive? I was playing there in
the fifties and éixties.‘ When am I going to die?
Do you guys have.any clue?

ER. FILIPPINI: I don't believe there has

been any studies.

MS. MAPLE: So there is'né statistics?

MR. FILIPPINI: .The State of California,
Debartment cf Health Services did a toxic scudy’for.
thelresidents and that - is --

MS. MAPLE: We live in a high cell cancér7

group. high rate of cancer within our'neighborhoodq
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MR. FILIPPINI: But that report 1is still
on its way.
MS. MAPLE: Still working on it.

MR. FILIPPINI: So the short answer to

‘your 'question is we have not gotten anything yét.

There_is some health studies that have been done for

-:around-the-neighborhcod that might address.

'MS. MAPLE: ‘I was on top of that where the

‘caps were.

MR. FILIPPINI: A lot of stories.

MS. ENGSTROM: My name is Sharon Engstrom,

‘originally Crest, Debbie's sister. I always want

" the best of the best. I have said that how many

times? We have gone through four years and I‘heard
the statement tﬁat the cap we are going to get is
still :elétively the same one we were going tO\geﬁ
four years ago.

So four years down the. lane, we are still

getting -- all we have to live with that because

that's bureaucracy and'I>know within -- after you
release the property and yOU«aggvout of it, the
City. the way‘they work with redévelcpment, they
will have a flat, "because it‘s not effective to go

on five years,* so the owners of the property have a

two year window to know who is going to be leveled

€3
PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE




%

20:55:03

20:55:17

20:55:37

20:55:55

20:56:17

10

11

1€

17

18

13

20

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

and who is not. That?s a personal opinioh.

The other thing iskwhen I look at this
alternative two aﬁd théq five, there is a big
differénce. And I.don‘'t care about the cost and
;hesescther siﬁes, they may not care so much. You

may save millions on that. Well, use your millions

—~on me, on.my.mother's property, on the land around

and protect our children, protect our schools and

protect this neighborhood because we care.

" And. there are a lot of people who aren‘t
and it's going to take several years of tﬁe pecple
who own the buildings and who work here and been
here. Their lives are on hpld right now because we
want the best. We want the cap to be»effective.
Your big rigs, whatever compression faétor, and I
know how often they redo the blacktop and you are
sti1ll putting toﬁs on top oﬁ»that site, which I
can't care what anybody tells me, you put a big
thing Og.top of & pancake, you are going to flatten:
it eventually. 30,years down the road it won't be
15 feet; 1t will be less. It means you areA
spreading tha: contamihgtedvtoxic waste out or down.
It's still an open cancer in the earth.

"1t 's called accountability and all of my

nieces and nephews, we are going to live here and we
f" bl - .
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are all going to be here. You promised me that you

were a man that will give the best of the best. 1I'm
holding you to it.

The short term, I would rather a sh§rt
term danger than give me a long-term uncertainty.

If you could give me long-term and with the risk of

short term,. try .to keep-that to. go that way because

it's important.

The other thinq is whén we do the
businesses and_that .I hope the City will take into
effect and into account of how they have to deai

with these people, give the highest price for the

\ladd because I worked with redevelopment in Seal

Beach. Once they are there, they take control.
They wiil give YOu a gold Wrapped Hershey‘s kiss,
but they will ea: threevquartefs of your Hershey's
candy bar while they are doing it. So let‘s keep it

up and honest while you are doing it, and I like all

"of you guys.

"ME. HODGE: Thanks.

MF. FILIPPINI: Thanks.

ir. tcliow up to that, EQ, being that this

15 a tederai Superfund site, any actions that are

done on thir property with respect to relocation

have 1o meet Yederal Relocation Uniform act

$AULSON REPORTING SERVICE
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‘requirements. And our attorneys have done an

evaluation of the State of California's relocatibn‘

act and the federal relocation act and found them-

comparable. And the basic component of the remedy

is that we have specified discussing the feaéibility‘

study, that is, those have to be complied with as
redevelopment goes forward on this mite.

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): Have this
put all in words: five years from_néw soméOne is
going to come along. and say you didn;t writé that
down. It doesn't coﬁnt. ’Everything has to bé

written in record.

MR. FILIPPINI: We are coming up on nine

o'clock.

pid éﬁyquy else have burﬁing issues?

Andy? | |

MR. LAZZARETTO: My name is Andy
Lazzaretto. I'm with the City of Santa Fe Springs.

I didn‘t want to. take up any more of your time, but

I juét‘want to bring up some of the points that were
discussed.

I wish we could tell you a little bit
more. 1 know you have a - I'm frustrated because I
can‘'t give yo@ definitive answers, but I caﬁ,tell

yvou what we have been doing. We have been working

66
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with a lot of the people in this community.

We did get the grant for $100,000. We
hired an architect, that architect.for a landscape
arChitect on his team and also a civil enginee: so
with that group of experts, if you will, we have

been working with them to try to figure out the

- feasibility of this site—-We have—=determined that

the site is developable, if I could use that word.

One of the first elements was to find out

v&f thebsite can be developed and we have pretty much

convinced ourselves that that is possible. That we
are not dealing with something that is not feasible

from a physical standpoint, and one of the reasons

‘that we like the alternative that is being

discussed, it actually lowers the profile of the

site somewhat and what we have been discussing with

a group of citizens that many of them are here

tonight, that we have been talking about possible

" design alternatives for the site and we have come up

with, I think, reallybgood examples of what could
happen out there. |

‘NoQ, what prevents us from giving you
part of the economic feasiﬁility.is what we have
to accomplish with our money, but part of our‘

responsibility is to try to determine if it's
D . AL
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economically feasible to develop that site. One of
the unknowns, Buffalo, the owner of that property,

relocate Buffalo Bullet or the other businesses that

. are out there? We have an unknown because we doh't

know how much it's gbinélto cost. We have been
working with the Relocation, Inc. Group and I‘ve
been told a number of times ve:bally that the groﬁp
is willing to finance the studies that will enable
us té make some more decisiéns.

WeAare going to be hi:ing aniappraiser for
the propertieé and we are going to be hiring a

relocation specialist to go out and visit each one

of the sites and give us a good, working estimate of

what it would cést to acquire and relogate all the
property owners:—— excuse me, acquire the property
and relocate the tenants;

Once we havé:that information, we will be

able to -- we still don't know at that point whether

we -can make it happen, but itkgets us closer.. It's

a very complex issué.‘ It boils down to how much

money is .involved and whether or not we can actually

' make’it happen.

We are going  to be going to the City
Council of Santa Fe Springs towards the .end of July

and we are going to be discussing many cf the things
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that we went over this evening. Weée are also going
to be giving an update of what the citizens
committee has been discussing and ask the City
Council‘s directioni We hope they will give us the
directién to go ahead and do the additional stﬁdies.
If they didn;t wish us to proceed, we will
just drop it. But we are trying to get to the
alternative. This property is going to be there for
30 years. Most of those Euildings that are out
there have probably reached theif life span in terms
of how long those bdildings are ever goiﬁg to remain
in place. If there wésn‘t redevelopment, they have
kind. of reached the point where they kind of need to
be replaced for a lot of reasons. I know many
pebple gét attaéhed to their prbperty. So if we do
something to that site to make it safe, as EPA is
going to do, then we are also looking at making the

site usable for the next 30 years in the most

optimistic way.

S0 1 just want to point that out. We are

‘always happy to answer any questions the property:

owners or tenants have. I'm in city hall gquite

regularly. I1f you need‘my'card, I have a number of
them tonight. I'm happy to meet with you one-on-one

and answer any guestions you have.

, 69
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MR‘ HODGE: Anyone else who would like to
come up and ask a‘question or make a comment?

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): I‘'m also
a member of the Protect Our Neighborhood. I wonder

if you are going to get a Web site up so we can

access what's going on on a periodic basis?

vMR. HODGE: I'm hesitating because I am
trying té remember the Web address. 1It's part-gf
the Region 9 Superfuﬁd‘site and probably the best
way to do isvjust write down the address for those

of you who want it, but I can try to recite it.

It's www.epa.gov/region09/waste.

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): Repeat
thap,iplease.

MR. HODGE: Sure.

It's www.epa.gov/region09/waste. That
will get you close to -- get you to: the WDI site, it
would.

MF. FILIPPINI: 1It's pretty obvious. Go
through Superﬁund sites. It‘s.way down‘at the
bottom. | 7

ﬁF. HQDQE: I1f you have trouble finding it
from there, please give me a call and I will step
you through the site or I will é-mail you tﬁe exact

address, because 1 don't have it on the top of my
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head right now. I should have put that on a slide.
Other questions? I know it's a little
after the time we said we were going to close the-

meeting but I don't want to preclude anyone.

If not, i think you should give yourselves

avroundrof applause. I want to express my
appreclatiocn to ﬁhé ﬁroject navigator for putting
toge;ﬁer the presentétion and managing all the
equipmentvhere.. 1 appreciate that.

And to Lor Rae Nelson, who will produce
the transcript.

And to all ofvyou for coming out. Thank

you wvery much for your -- for reading the proposed

plan. for catching my mistakes and I hope to see you

at the many future meetings.
Thanks again.

(The Hearing was concluded at 9:07 p.m.)
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATION

I, LorRae D. Nelson, a Certified Shorthand
Reporter in the State of California, do hereby

certify:

That the foregoing proceedings were taken
before me at,the time and place herein set forth;
that the proceedings were reported gtepographically
by me andrlatef transcribed into typewriting under

my direction; that the foregoing is a true record of

12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

20

21

the proceedings taken at the time.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed my

name this 15th day of August, 2001.

TN

777 =
Loréie D/ Nelson, CSR No. 7384
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Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC.

AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

Appendix 2

Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site
Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

~ United States Enviro‘nmentél Protection Agency
Region 9 - San Francisco, California _
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ST. PAUL HIGH SCHOOL

9635 Greenleaf Avenue - Santa Fe Springs » California 80670
(562) 698-6246 - Fax (5562) 696-8396

June 22,2001

United States Environmental Protection Agency -
Region IX Superfund - Waste Disposal. Inc. Site
75 Hawthome Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Atention: Don Hodge and Mark F ilippini
Dear Sirs:

St. Paul High School is located directly north and adjacent to the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WD) Superfund Site, close
to the main disposal resen'oii' area. We are requesting inclusion in the Record of Decision of two items. The firstis
remuneration based on both St. Paul High School's loss of revenue and the additional costs of operation incurred
beginning in July, 1987. when the site was placed on the EPA’s Superfund National Priorities List.

St. Paul requests that the Record of Decision include a statement assuring the school that there will be a barrier
which eliminates the possibility of a “direct line of sight” over the school. fields. and parking lot. Thisrequest has to
do with our serious commitment to and genuine concern for the safety of our St. Paul High School students. The

“ need to protect the entire student body from outsiders is unfortunately a reality in today’s society. Even if the present
clean soil covering the main disposal reservoir is lowered five to ten feet before a new protective cover is added, the
WDI site is considerably higher than our school site. At present. there is no regular use of any part of the Superfund
Site adjacent ta St Paul by the public. However. once the cleanup and new cap are complete. there will be public
use of the cite

“The request for remuneration is based on loss of revenue caused by a decline in student enroliment and negative
publicity. This has been due 1o the strong parental concern with the site s perceived toxicity and the imminent danger
it may pose for students. Many students and coaches using our sports practice fields have seen protective covered,
suited individuals working on the superfund site. At the same time. they are wearing shorts, (-shirtsand tennis shoes
and wondering if they should also be protected

“The school has also experienced a variet of operational expenses which are directly related to the WDIG superfund
site. All water used on campus must be of drinking quality. We have been unable to even consider using reclaimed
water. even for field maintenance because of polluted water concerns. For many vears, we called upon and paid for
services from the Califoria Department of Agriculiure. who assisted with the extermination of gophers and other
vermin. We have expenenced damage to our practice fields and baseball diamond/field. Therehas been a continung
battle against the plant and weed spore’secds that were either airborne or spread through WD{ rain water runoff and
all of our fields have been infected. For several vears. we have aggressively fought apainst the spread of an
ornamental clump grass. Last vear alone. we show a significant increase in ankle, knee. and leg injuries which we feet
1sadirzctresult of this weed s spread '
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St. Paul High School continues to actively participate in the EPA’s public process and has been in regular contact
with the EPA’s Remedial Project Managers and the Community Involvement Coordinators, as well as other public
agencies. The school has always endeavored to be a good neighbor. For 14 vears, the WDIG site hasbeen on the
EPA’s Superfund Site National Priorities List and St. Paul High School., under the direction of three principals, has
continued to focus on challenging our students to strive for academic, artistic and athletic excellence and worked
toward building a more just soctety. However, our efforts are not without cost. The loss of revenue and the additional
operational costs have negatively impacted our school in the areas of long-term plant maintenance, upgrading of
facilities, and providing the needed tuition assistance to families with financial need. Reasonable remuneration will
benefit these areas immediately. ’

We ask that both remuneration to St. Paul High School and a statement eliminating any “direct line of sight® over the
- school, fields, and parking lot beconie part of the Environmental Protection Agency’s “Record of Decision.” The

- school and the Department of Catholic Schools, Archdiocese of Los Angeles will be active in all phases of the public
process and we look to the future‘'when the WD site is able to be put back into public use. If there are any
questions or a need for additional information, please contact me or Lois McMillan Maldonado at (562) 698-6246.

Sincerely,

- Yy

" Frank A. Laurenzello
Principal
cc: Mrs. Nancy'Coonis

Superintendent. Department of Catholic Schools - Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Ms. Dorothy Pittelkau
San Pedro Regional Supervisor . Depaniment of Catholic Schools - Archdiocese of Los Angeles

~Mr. Roberto Pugo
Waste Disposal Inc. Group Coordinator. Project Navigator

Mr. Michael Skinner
Waste Disposal Inc. Group Chair
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JoanNsorN & TExosky LLP

ATTORNEYS AT AW

TELEPHONE (213) 2294600 . A484 SOUTH FLOWER STREET
FACSimMiLE {213} 229-2770 L THIRTY-FIRST FLOOR

LO0S ANGELES., CALIFORNIA SO0

July 2, 2001

United States Environmental Protection
Agency -/Region 9 — Superfund Division
Mr. Mark Filippini
Remedial Project Manager
. 75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-1)
" San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Re: . Comments re Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site
Dear Mark:

famw rmnv to provide comrments on the proposed remedy on behalfofthe owners
of the properties identified as parcels 3 and 24, respectively..

First, the EPA’s favored alternative, alternative number two, provides for a
morofill cap to cover “areas undcrlain by waste matenals in Areas 1,2, 4, 5,6,7and 8.
This decision appears to be premised solely on whether “waste matenals™ are detected
undemeath a parcel rather than the nature and degree of constituents of concern under.a
given parcel. As for parcel 3. the site investigations performed to date indicate that
“[blased on the results from soil bonings drilled on this parcel and adjacent parcels, it
appears that the bunied waste that underlics much of the central portion of the WDI site
does not extend beneath Parcel 003 ™' Accordingly. we conclude that no cap of any kind
whatsoever is contemplated for Parcel 3. With respect to parcel 24, the property owners:
submit that environmental testing conducted to date suggests that constituents of concem
have not been detected conclusively in amounts significant enough to determine that
waste materials underlie the parchl - let alone to warrant capping -- or to undertake any
other remedial measures ”

" Status o(Em‘xrbnmcnul Investipationy 192 1999 for Parcel APN §167-002-003 (U. S. EPA December 2600} at
13 -

" For exampic. i the Status of Envronmentat Imvesuigations 1958-1999 for Parcel APN 8§167-002-024. soil bonings
TS-105. TS-109. TS-110. TS-111. TS-122 and SB-63 wers used to esumate the approximare extent of the burnied
wastes /d at 11 Yet borninps TS 10 through TS-111 were clean /d at Anachment 2. in TS-122, driliing mud 1s
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Mr. Mark Filippini : Johnson & Tekosky LLP
July 2, 2001 _ ATTORNEYS AT LAW
Page 2

~ With respect to anyv decisions to require engineering controls or to remove any
buildings, the feasibility study indicates that such decisions will be made during the
design phase. Accordingly, we reserve the right to comment on the need for, or the
extent of, such controls at such time or times as those decisions are made.

Please direct questions or comments on this submittal to the undersigned.

Very truly yours, 7 ) 4 /

P s

. Zjeven R 'i"ekosl%)/f

notidenuificd  Instead. greenish ciay wit? no stasnuny o1 odor was observed as “possibly drilling mud” id. at
atachment 2 As for SH-0° there i continuous samphing exers fine fect 1o a depth of 45 feet. At a depth of 15 and
3S feet. respectively. the obserer poted * shght contatunaton visible © /¢ at Anachment 2. At all other depths it
“was reported th2t no conamunauon was vistrie fo at Atachment 2 1 anyvthung, these observartions seem 10 be at
odds with the weight of the sod boring s 1o W parcel
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!

To Don HodgeRIUSEPAIUS € EPA, Mark Filppin/RI/USEPAUS @ EPA

cc: WDN <ietiers.wdn@ sgvn.coms>
Subsect. WDI Stte

Dear EPA and NIMBYs of Santa Fe Springs/Whittier:

The 43 acre Superfund Site bounded by Santa Fe Springs Road, Greenleaf
Avenue, and Los Nietos Road, should be put to productive use after the
remediation of all contamination is completed. .- Land is just too
valuable to waste.

Since the'organic wastes will be capped and will present no further

danger to anybody., this land should be completely developed. It should

be s0l1d by its rightful owner to a developer for either a distribution
center, consisting of warehouses, a small building business park, or a
low income apartment comnunity. Since cities allow NIMBYs (Not.In My
Back Yard) to make the decisions in most communities, let them choose
£ror among these options.

Allowing 43 acres of developable land to lie fallow is the height of
folly. ) A ' .

I wotlc gladly work or live there, knowing the risks involved, for I
hzve a degree in chemisiry. There are no toxic compounds, only. toxic
leveis. Lei's be pruden:, not heurotic. Every time you get into your
car, you are sitting &3I0p & gas tank and an -engine full of *toxic
compounds® -.volatile &n¢ flammable gasoline and éirty encine oil.. It
hzsrn't hurt you yeo. : '

chn Ceecer
300 NorweLw Bouleverd

J
<
Szrnte Te Sprangs, Ca
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ST. PAUL HIGH SCHOOL

9635 Greenleaf Avenue °* Santa Fe Springs » California 90670
- {562) 698-6246 - Fax (562) 696-8396
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December 20, 2001
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Mr. Russell Meechem

Project Director

United States Environmental Protccnon Agenq
Region IX Superfund - Waste Dlsposal Inc. Site
75 Hawthomne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105- 3901

Dear Mr. Meechem:

We were pleased to meet you last week, December 13, 2001 at St. Paul High School. As you are aware, our school is
located directly north and adjacent to the Waste Disposal, Inc. Group (WDIG) Superfund Site, close to the main disposal
reservoir area (dial). St. Paul High School formally requests inclusion in the Record of Decision construction of a barrier
which eliminates the possibility of a “direct line of sight” over the school, fields, and parking lot.

This request has 10 do with our serious commitment to and genuine concern for the safery of our St. Paul High School
students. The need 10 protect the entire student body from outsiders is unforiunately a reality in today’s sociery. Even if
the present clean soil covering the main disposal reservoir is lowered five to ten feet before a new protective cover is
added. the WDIG site is considesably higher than ous school site. At present, there is no regular use of any part of the
Superfund Site adjacent to St. Paul by the public. Hawever. once the cleanup and new cap are complete, there will be
conunuous usc of the site during clean-up and rede\’clbpmem. '

St. Paul High School continues to actively participate in the EPA’s public process and has been in regular contact with
each of the EPA’s Remediz! Project Managers and ths Community Involvement Coordinators. as well 25 other public
agencies The school has always endeavored to be a good neighbor. For 15 years. the WDIG site has been on the EPA's
Superfund Site National Priorities List and St Paul High School. under the direction of three principals, has continued to
focus on our mission statement of challenging our students 1o strive for academic, artistic and athletic cxcellencc and
worhed toward building a more just society.

The schooi and the Depaniment of Catholic Schaols. Archdiocese of Los Angeles will be active inall phases of the public
process and we look to the future when the WDIG sitc is able to be put back into full public use. i there are any

questions or a need for addinional information. piease contact me or Lois McMilian Maldonado at {562) 698-624¢6

Sincerels,

Frank me—nzcm@

Principal
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